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PREFACE

- This is a report on the findings of a six-month study of California's

community colleges sponsored by the California Roundtable, an organization of

seniorDexecutives of major-California corporations.

The Roundtable was awarof recent concerns expressed in many quarters

that-the community colleges were experiencing problems that cpuld bd

diminishing their effectiveness' Particularly in- light of the long-standing

ties between the communitN, colleges and California'busines .and industry, the

Roundtable sought an independent study by disinterested analysts that would

examine available euidence ihd report objective findings on the status and

'overall cost-effectiveness of the. colleges. The RoundtAle commissioned

Berman, Weiler Associa4s to onduct the studyf.i

In order to insure .the independence of the .study, the,Roundtabld has

carefully maintained an- arms- length relationship to the research process;

study findings are entirely the responsibility of Berman, Weiler Associates:

The report is contained J. hree'volumes, under the general heading, A

Study of California's ComMiln .Colleges:

Volume 1, SUMMART.AND CONCLUSIONS

Volume 2, FINDIMS

Volume 3, APPENDIX

This volume summarizes key study findings and presents overall study

conclusions.. Volute 2prJiOnts the main findings; Volume 3 presents

r.r
additional details an4!-, discussi9n.
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California'

INTRODUCTION

community collpge systeM began sdventy-five years ago wi.th

one college and thirty students. By 1985, almost half owl adult

Californians.had attended a community college, and 106 campuses enrolled
g

nearly three-fourths of all students attending public postsecondary

institutions. i *

The misAions:Of the community colleges were reviewed- by the legislature in

1919, 1947, 1955,, and 1960. These reviews identified and endorsed the

com prehensive missions pursued by the colleges today -- transfer, vo cational
4

A
education, remediation,- and adult and community education. Among these

missions, however, relative priorities have varied over time, and rapid

college growth in the 19E0s and 70s was achieved largely through the expansion

of community sand adult education, and prograMs for part-time students

interested in oiAaining or improving work skills. : Following the passage of

Propoiition 13 in -N78 the colleges also became.largely 'state-supported

institutions for the (first time.; These and other changes over the last two

decades have caused may observers to call for a reassessment.of the role and

future of the community colleges. What mi4aians and prioritieg should the

colleges have, and who should they serve? Hnw should they be governed and

financed? How could their edwational programs be strvigthened?

Thks report is aimed at helping to inform disc9as4ons of these issues by

describing key aspects of college %perations' and providing a, broad assessment

f college programs and services. The revort addresses questions of finance

and governance, describes student and faculty characteristics nd reviews the

colleges' transfer, vocational, and remedial education programs. Study

findings a e based on interviews with almost 4Q0 respondents at 33 colleges; a

1



review and synthesis of available data and literature; discussions with expert

panelists in five key "Issue areas; an opinion survey conducted ftong a broad
,

cross-section of knowitedgeable observers; .and interviews with elec\ed* .

community college

of the Sacramento

S

leaders, academic and government agency exerts,
we.

"policy community.

2

and members

4



II. GOVERNANCE

Community colleges began as extensiois of.hi h schiiole, and were
'originally governed by local eletlentarz-secondary school board's. By the early

1970s, 'the colleges had broken away from the K-12 systems and-were governed in

\separate distkicts by their own boards of trustees. These boards set local

p operty tax rates, and established district lliudgets, hired district staff; and

mlik educational policy for their districts. In 1967, the-Staite Board of
d,.

GoverirrEi and Off ice of the Chancellor were created to coordinate policy for

the districts aiid provide them with administrative support. Thus, the
i

community college's have.,traditionally been governed by loc'ally Auton,mous

dis tricts hose authority was not challenged by the system's weak state

administrative, agency.

Since the pa sage of l'roposition 13 in 1978, authority has shifted from

being 'largely local to largely shared among local' trustees, tfte Board of

Goverdors and the legislature. The most obvious change has been the

assumption by the legislature of authority for the allocation and distribution

of resources; neither 171 trustees nor the Board of GOvernbrs control the

amont of. money that each t\ollege receives. At the same time, the Bdard's

authority has grown considerably over the last seven years, and is
,increasingly exercised in areas that, had' been reserved to local prerogative.

TVs has created areas of overlapping authority between the Board of Governors

and rustees, leading many` study informants to conclude that improved

consultation and coordination are needed. These informants felt that local-

state relations could become increasingly strained if the Board moves to

40



increase the scope of its authority over college academic programs, whose

character is now still left largely to'local discretion.

Lines of accountability in this systeMare not cle,Eir. The legislature can

hold the colleges accountable only in the broadest sense, and while lOcal

trustees are in theory accountable to their electorates, they are increasingly

regulated by a state agency. -The Board of Governors is in turn accountable to

the legislature, but has limited ability. to enforce poliCy at the local level

(e.g. itjhas no authori* to hire or fire e-local personnel). We found broad

I

agreement amoyig community 'colleges personnel that this system of governance

does not.work efficiently, but no consensus on what changes should be. made.

We found, in sum, that both local trustees and the State Board of

Governors lack key elements of thebtapacity to govern.* As a consequence key

decisic;kns affecting.,the colleges' are oftegemade by the state legislature

'i.e. , in the political arena.- "This has further weakened local autonomy, and

has clouded the issue of where leadership resides.

)
4 111

*This situation appears to be unique eo California: TyhiC7a. ly, states with

locally elected boards also have local taxing and budget allocation authority;

states witTI centrally funded systems tend to have local beards appointed by

central authorities.

4



III. FINANCE AND EXPENDITURES

Th0 community colleges are \financed primarily-through' itate

appor4onments with ovtributiofts from_ local revenues derived from property

taxes and student fees. The state determines the amount of revenue that each
,

,

district is to receive, subtracts locally generated revenue from this total,

and makes up the difference through the state appoitionment. Since both,lot.al

taxes and student` fees ark also set by the state, the effect is one-o

'California spends more on community colleges, relative- to its wealth, than .' .

complete -state fipancing.
. _

almost other state in the nation. But while state support gf community

colleges has increased over the last decade, this increase has -not been enough

to offset fully the reduction in looal revenues brought about'b roposition

13, coupled with the effects of inflation. This overall decline iti state

support has led to the elimination of courses that the., state has no longer

wanted to support, but has also caused other, more far-reaching cuts in

services, including additiTonal course reductions,, staff layoffs, and,

elimination of some counseling and assessment programs. Table 1 shows

community colleges revenues, in current aftd constant dollars, from 1976-77

through the overnor's budget proposal for 1985-86.

5 1.2
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,year

1976-77 -

1977-78

197'6.-79

1979-68

.1980-81

19814-82

1982 -83

.19837840.

1984-85e

1985786f-

Loca I

Sources

668.6

778.1

360.8,

295.4

347.8

416.4

413.3

423.1 -

535.7

584.0

Cumu I at i ye Change

Amount

Percent

Sourbe: F

-153.2

-22.9

r

Total
State -

nd .Average

Lot Dal I y

Flint!! ng Attendance

state
r

Aid

ABLE
,

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES, .

TOTAL REVENUESa

'(Dollars In Mikilons)

Total State 8.,

Loos I Funding
e'er ADA

Total State &

Local F'unding

Per ADA in"

1976-77, Doi larsd

. Tote I

Federa Other Total Revenue 1976-77d

'A Id evenuec Revenue Per ADA Dol l'ars

Total

Revenue

Per

ADA I n

R. *

Ire

.484:2 1,152.2 721,884 1,596 1,596 193.1 110x,7' 1,366.0 1,802 1,892

524.7 1,302.8 718,303 1,613 1,686 115.7 96.7 1,515:2 2,109 1,964,

839.8 1,200.6 635,372 1,890 1,625 99.5 120.9 1,421.0 2,237 1,923

,027.b 1,322.4 670,623 1,972 1,545 121.8 164.6- 1;608.8 , 2,399 1,880

9.5 1,467.3 725,514 2,623 1,446 - '201.4 1,807.0- 2;491 1,781

.1,104.3 1,520.7 -750,715 2,026 1,344, 116.0 228.0 1,864.7 '2,484 . 1,648

1,086.5 1,499.8 728,856 2,058 1,280 104..5 230.2 1,835.0 '2,518 -1., 566

.1,074.7 1,497.8 665,166° 2;252 ,3 19 102.0, 230.2 1,630.0 2,751 1,61f

1,119.2 .1,654.9 640,6906 : 2,477 1,371 97.0 230,2 1,987.1 3,094 1,712

1,169.3 1,753.3 652,000e 2,583 1,353 . 92.0 266.2 2,11,1.5 3,239 1,696

685.1' 601.1 -69,884 .7-\ 987 -243 -11.1 155.5 745.5 1,347 . -196

141.5 52.2 79.1 - 61.8- -15.2 -10.8 140.5 54.6 ?t.2 -10.4

nanci al Transact ions of- Schoo I ',Di s, Goveraor is udg

aE xcludes. funding for the Qhancel Loris Office
b I n ci udes state prcperty tax and mandatory student fees

(various years)

c
Inc ludes comb i nad state and federa I grants, county I ncane, food sere ice revenue, fees, for canmun ity (sery ice courses , non -- resident

tuition 7

revenues, lottery revenues, and other m isce I la neous revenues .

dAdjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases

'c'Estimated

(Proposed

114



The commun ity colleges are f ded on the basis of student classroom

attendance,* and we found consideragie evidence that one impact of this

funding for9la hvs bead an erosion of program quality. Vith'incoLe tied. a.

attendance, the colleges have. icad strong incentives to emphasize popular

courses that are inexpensive to offer,, and to refrain from offering advanced,
4

. high-quality courses that do not.attract-large numbers .of students.' Course ,

4
standards and instructional quolity.hive also suffered as a result of an

emohasts onaetracting large numbers of students t.' -n ol. t, regardless of

their'leVel of preparation.
. A

Important changes in community college funding fionnullas have been made a

number of times over the last decade. The freqdency of these cA.ngesN and the

(common) Unaysilabilityof,information about finial appropriation levels until

well into the school year, have mad both short and, long term planning

difficult, and have discouraged the development of new or innovative programs

r-

,whose qualification for funding support is often uncertain.,

There is subs=tantial variation among districts in expenditures per ADA.

.These spending differences. are. not, for the most part, based on actual

differences in costs and needs. are largely drivAl by state

,

formulas put in place.in.the wake of Proposition 13. This has some -/

districts particularly underfunded relative to their needs

*The funding formula allocates dollars

attendance), which is defined in terms
under the immediate supervision of a c
student FTE (full -time equivalent), wh
is def ined in terms of the number o
for, .and is not directly relatid to

.4 /

on to basis of ADA (average daily
of e number of hours a student is

er cated instructor. By contrast,
s a basis for UC and CSU funding,

ademic credits students are enrolled
tructor supervision.

.7

4.



The proportion of community college expe tures allocated to ins traction

is slightly hilisher than"the national avers e, and there is wide variation i.n

the instructional costs of different.ki of programs - Available data also

suggest that cureat proviSions for 'ending capital expenditures at-hay be

insufficient to meet communi
a IL

ollege needs. kapparently heavy 'district

reliance, on 064711 Funds or capital eASendi tures reduces resources 'available,

for funding --"eca senrices.

ti



IV. THE STUDENT CONTEXT

When the ;California Master Plan for Highey' Education was written in 1960
. , . 't

.,',there Weirrit nearly 300,000 stud-ents enrolled for credit in the community
$

colleges. By 1969, credit enrollment had doubled to some 600,000, and by 1981
, I ., . -)

1
,

;,
,-

it had doufaled,agaia to more than 1.2 million. -Since 1981, both credit and
M,

total enrollment hav,,dectined

Sincg 1973, non-credit :(adult education} enrollment has remained

r constant, averaging 'about 14 perceift of all enrollment. Thus, about-k86,
. . i-

pecciint of`' the total enrollment increase ,over the last decade has comg from

students esirolled for credi is Over. this periodK-the number' of part -time'

credit students' Increased by approximately 257,000; whereas' total creat

irollment growth was about 236,000: ,The difference *some 21,d0O students
.

is 'accounted, for by a decline in full-time credit enrollment. Ip ottierk
es

words, almost all of the increase 'In' community c'ollege enrollment over the

t decade 'has been .the result of an increase in the number. of part -time

credit students enr .Figure 1 illtistratei these changes.%

Community college s cents are older, on average, than their lower
4

division counterparts atUC r CSU, but the age profile for full-time

community college students is si t ar. to that for 'dower division UC and CSI

students. Older students <30 years of age or older) acTk./ imt for more than

half of all students who enroll part-time in the. community colleges and the

great majority of all students, .regardless of age; both work and attend

school.

9
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Figure 1

COMMUNITY COLLEGE
FULL- AND PART-TIME
CREDIT ENROLLMENT
1973-74,-- 1983-84

Part-Time
V

1

73 74 75 '76 77, 78 79

Full-Time'

81 82 83

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission
Student Data File.

4
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Data on the .ethnic distribution of students in the three segments of.,

California higher edueation is reported in comparable form Only for the two
. .

years 1976 and 1982. These data show-'that between these two years. there was a

seven percent Increase. in minority enrollment at the,eommunitP colleges, more

than half of which took place among Asian students. Over the same period, the

proportion of Black and' isparkic studenl eniollment grew tore rapidly at trig

community .colleges than alifither

proportion of enrollment is more

colleges as at UC,-,:and dote them

'41commvnit5Leollege enrolltent has

UC or CSU. In 1982, their combined

than twice .as great at the community

half -again as great as at .CSU. Their

diclined sharply over the last two years.

Independent-survdys conducted in 1973 and 1984 show that in both years

about one-third-ofall students expressed interest in,transferring to four

year instktutions:, whereas the proportion of stUdenta-expresaing interest in

.

vocational training grew substanti9,y over, this peribd, from 35.5 percent in

.1978 to 50 percent in 1984. The findings of our fieldwork-confirmed this

4riSicant increase in student interest in vocational education; which has

been accompanied at -many celleges by declining enrollments in liberal arts

and/or social science courses.

Many colleges test entering students in English and mathematics; some use

the testa to determine what English or mathematics-courses a student is

allowed to attend. Very few colleges use such tests, to determine whether

students will be allowed to enroll in other courses requiring English orb,

mathematics skills.

Most "colleges require only a few student contacts with counselors. For

the most part, students must take the initiative in deciding that they need,

and .then finding, appropria e counseling assistance.

\

1
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Tougher student academic standards were promulgatedlby the Board of

Governors in 1981 mid 1983, but no data exist on the overall impact of these

changes.

f.

or

12
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V. THE TRANSFER MISSION

The preparation of students for transfer .to four-year institutions is one

of ,the oldest :missions of the community colleges, and was particularly

emphasized by the 1960 Master Plan for, Higher Education. An examination of
%

transfer rates pver time shotjs that transfers computed as a percentage

.total credit enrollment peaked in 1972-73 at 8.6 percent, and declined

teadily to a 1981-82 low of.4.1 percent, a drop of more than 50 perCent.

Because recent studies have shown that most transfer students have

attended Community'colleges on a full-time basis, we also looked at transfer

-rates forfuli-timeistudents'only. Here, the difference between a 1973 -74

transfer, rate of 19.5 percent acid _the low rate of 16.6 percent in 1982-83 .

represented a decline of 15 percent. Finally, we comptited,transfer rates

/
between 1972-73 and I983-84-as a proportion of high school graduates wh

entered community ccillegestwo years earlier. Thesetatlp were considerably

higher than those computed in other ways -- averaging 46 percent -- and were

fairly stable over this decade. T 2 shows these data.*
.

In order to assess the meaning of these transfer rates, we looked at the

lev41 and rate of transfer ten years ago, and Asked what degree of Aransfer

activity might reasonably be expected in light of chapges since then in the

numbers and characteristics of community college students. We found t a

-

o Community college enrollment growth over the last decade
has been mostly dUe.td an increase in the number of part-
time students, who transfer at only one-third the rate of
full-time students (see Section IV).

*There is substantial variation in transfer rates. across community college

campuses. In Fall 1983, for example, 25 colleges each transferred fer than
10 students to UC, and 18 colleges accounted for slightly more that MY of

all UC transfers.



Year
Tot a1.

Transfers

1969-70 48,421
19 71- 71 54,411
101-72 59,143

4972-73 '60,985
1973-74 59,528
1974-75 58,957

1975-76 60,919
1976-77 58,353
1977-78 57,551
1978-79 53,623
1979-80 51,975
198081 52,077
1981-82 50,061.
1982-83 50,537
1983-84 5C031

TABLE 2

-RATES OF TRANSFER TO UC AND CSU
E

Transfers as % .of

-Totil Credit
Enrollment

Full-Time
Credit

Enrollment

H.S. Graduates.
Enterihg
C 2 Years

Previously

8.0
8.3

8.5 _

8.6 47.1
7.0 19.5 - .46.2
6.2 185 48.3

5.5 16.3 :51.2
5.4 17.7 48.8
5.2 18.0 45.4
5.1 18.8 44.4
4.7 18.2. 42.1
4.6 18.5 44.3

4.1 17.0 42.6
4.3 16.6 ,43.4'

4.7 17.6 46.6.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data

I
14

22

4



o Recent high school graduates 'at the community colleges have

a high propensity to' transfer, but the number of high
school graduates attending community colleges declined over
this period due to a decline in the to it number of
students graduating 'from high school. Fiodres 2 and 3
illustrite these declines.'

o The number of high school graduates enrolling - d rectly at
*.uc, or CSU has growdsubstantially. (see Figure 4). GiVen
the sharp de line in the total. number of high school

graduates ove.?' this period (Figure 2), the proportion of
hjgh school graduates,going directly to dc or, CSU hai gone
4up more rapidly. than has their rate of enrollment at thoSe
institutions. At the same time, the proportion of such
graduates attending the community colleges haa- remained,
fairly.st.114ble. This suggests that the proportion of 1:16
and CSU-eligible high school gradustes attending,community
colleges has been declining, i.e., there has been a drop in
the number ofscceimunity college students who are both
capable of and committed to transfering to four-year
institutions. Recent independent studies have reached'
similar conclusions.

A
The proportion of students expressing an interest in
vocational fduration rose sharply between 1978 and 1984,
fro' 35.5. Parcent to 50 percent. There may therefore be a
somewhat smaller pool of students who are potential
candidates for transfer.

n sum, we found that declines in both the number and rate of transfers

ove the last decade are about what might be expected, given changes over -this

.1101.

period in the numbers and characteristics of community college students.

Expectations based strictly, on t historical record, wever,. may

underestimate the' potential number of students who could transfer to four-year

institutions. This is particularly true for minority students.

In 1983, minorities comprised 39 percent of ,community college students,

but only 28 percent of the transfers. The proportion of HlSck and Hispanic

1

students who transferred to UC and CSU in 1982,-83 was about half as great and

two-thirds as great, respecti'veli as the proport n of white or Asian

4
students wild transferred.
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Figure 2

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS GRADUATING
--'TRZM CALIFORNIA HIGH-SCHOOLS

1970-1982 .

41.1,00111
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data
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Figure 3..

NUMBERS OF FIRST TIME.
FRESNWN FRONNCALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS

PATTENDING COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1070-1982

1,000's
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We found that community college transfer 'students who had originally been

Irligible to attend UC or`CSU directly/from high school have perf6rmed about as
0

well at those instYtutions as the siudknts who did enroll there after
te

'completing their high school educations.

originally beenceligible to attend UC or

e

Transfer s Mc:lents whd -had no t

CSU had somewhat lower achievement.

A number of problems at the community colleges currently itapede

improvements in transfer education:

o Programs for providi4special assistance.to .minorfty

students ate relatively wec, despite notable efforts at
some colleges.

o .Counseling and assessment efforts ''remain under- rted.
o 'Course standards have often ,been lOwered in order- to,

maintain or increAe,enrollments (see Section III).

The process of articulation and coordination with four - ar
campuses is of ten uneven. .

o

2 7.
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VI. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND JOB TRAINING

A large publicly-supported vocational education and job training industry

has' been created in.California, offering a wide variety,of education,

training, counseling, placement and related employment preparation

services .*: At least)seventeen diffiarent programs for adults are, authorized,

perated, ,funded or administered by th'e state, of which only three serve the

general public: community college vocational programs, adult education

through the secondary schools, lend apprenticeship training.

The ccemunity 'college programs are by far the largest source of ,employment

preparation, wi leplmost 500 diffeArent program titles and more than,5,200

L

separate 'programs. About half oi all community college students are enrolled
ti

it vocational or job training courses. The great majority of these students
.r!

are enrolled part-time to learn or upgrade job skills rather than earn a

certificate or degree; at:least. fifteen percent of "these students already hold

bachelors or advanced degrees.

evaluations of community college vocational education programs

itwolve "self-study" with little_ independent validation; there are virtually

no objective data on program effectiveness.

panel discussions, questionnaire responses

Based. on our site interview

and an extensive review of

available publiabed, ma terials,°we found that:

o Most colleges have spent very, little on facilities upkeep
and repair aver the last seven years, and much vocational
program equipment is obsolete.' According to one estimate
it would cost 150 million dollars to bring this equipment
up to date.

*"Vocational education" generally refers tq training in skills that can be
useful In many 'work situations, whereas "'job training" usually concentrates on
skills that are usefill only to one employer or a sm41 grciup of employers.
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"4.

o State credentialing rules often make iedifficult for
colleges to hire the best available vocational
instructors. For example, a social scientist who is an
expert,on:organizational communication may not teach a.

business communications class without obtaining a business
t, instructor's credential.

,

Many instructors -- particularly part -time instructors who
are employed (or have recefttly'been'employed) in industry
-- bring state-of-the-At knowledge to the classroom. Some
°instructors, however, teacirfor yikeWwithout keeping up
with their fields or improVing their'teaching skills.

Approximately three-fourthR of all vocational eduction
instructors are.part-time. They geneTally do not
participite in curriculum development ot%test and equipment
selection, and do not have office hours fcir students. They
receive less supervision and evaluation than full-time,
faculty, do not have office space or clerical support, and

have salaried and benefitA that are lower than those of
full-time instructors.

Q In newer, more technical fields, good-faculty are often
hard to find and keep because the colleges cannot match
high industry salaries.:

Reliable data on the backgrounds of senior administrators
are not available; historically, they have had backgrounds
in the liberal arts.,Few administrators.appear'to have had:
experience in any of the occupations for which their
campuses train slmialitts. The Chancelloes'Office has
recently been criticized byttn independent study for poor
management oUvocational services.-

In addition to vocational' education many commnivit'y colleges are involved

in programs that provide specific job training for local industry (e.g.,

through, the Employment Training Panel, the Jobs Training Partnership Act, or

vperforaance-based contracts with inddbtry). These programs comyete with

regular vocational programs for `campus resources, and are controversial at

many colleges. We found that in both. Job training programs and some broader

,_,,----
vocational programs, a-fiiimber of colleges had developgd cooperar tive ventures

. with business and industry that were regarded by both the academic and

business comma it es as productive and successful.

22
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In general, despite the problems summarized above, college faculty and

administration commonly viewed vocational programs as among the most 'effective

on their campuses.

As part of our stadyof vocational education, we also as the kinds

of skills and knowledge `that are likely e required of workers over the

next twenty-five years.,

We found that while most jobs in the future will not be in high-tech

occupations, those that are will require newskillq, as will the diffusion of

high-tech equipment throughout the economy.. The maintenance of automeXed

manufacturing processes will reqUire workers who are able to learn

continuously in order to cope with potetially costly or dangerousunexpected

failures of automatic machinery`, and growing employee involvement, in decision-

making will increase the demand for employees who can learn.neW skills, work

with other people, and conceite new ideas.

In short, workers in the future will need to have a high level of general

competence, including the ability to learn, to solve problems, and to-adapt to

changing working conditions.

corporations are now spending

A,tecent independent stud f found that American

approximately 40 billion-dollars a year to

educate their workezy, largely in these very skills.

Much of the current effort in vocational programs focuses on specific

vocational skills or training tailored to particular jobs. These prOgra

usually do not address the col2encies that will be require in the future

for job security and advancement, and for the maintenance of a competitive

conomy.,
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VII. REMEDIAL EDUCATION

At the post-secondary level, remedial education refers to the process of

preparing students for college-level work. Am9pg the 'community colleges,

widespread variation in the.definitiSh of what constitutes college leve/ work

is accompanied by equally great variation in the kinds of courses that are

defined as remedial. (For example, UC and CSU have developed\standardized
. \ "

skill requirements linked to piocedurea for assessing the skills-of entering

freshma whereas the community colleges have no such standardized entry,

assessment. system.) While it is therefore difficult to obtain an accurate

estimate of .the true scope'of remedial, educatiori needs among community college

students, independent.inalyses compete in 1981 suggest that at least 60

percent of-the students who enrolled in that year r six or more units per'

'term were not ready for college7level work in at least one academic area.

There is also significant variation .among colleges serving different

communities. The remedial needs of some students, particularly those in large

urbaliwoileges, appear to be much greater than average..

About half of all English and mathematics classes in 1981 were cl"sified

as temedial; these add other remedial classes were estimated to account for

about f41,4-percent of the'atatewide ,Coilmunity college workload'(though

noted above, remedial activity as a proportion of total instructional effort

is likely to be much higher at some colleges). Partial data collected since

1981 indicate that remedial enrollments have been growing. While no study has

been made of the reasons for this growth, the most likely factors include:

o Improved information'about the skill level's of entering
'students, as assessment programs lave expanded;

o The decline in high school standards during the 1970s and
early 80st;



o A cap on the growth of K-12 adult,pchool programs, which
may have made community college programs the only available

option in some communities;

of

o A larger proportion of under-prepared high school graduates7
attending 'community colleges (as desc.ribed in Section V),

and

o Crowing numbers of returning adults seeking basj.c 'skills

training..

College petsonnel interviewed-in our study believe that, on the whole,

their assessment procedures and remedial.programs.are effective in improving

student academic Skills. However, the .lack of comparable, consistent

evaluation .practices makes it impossible'to judge the overall effectiveness of

e e course= or their effectiveness for specific kinds of stUdents.
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VIII. FACULTY

Unlike athEr segments of California h r. education the community

colleges have traditionally employed large numbers of part-time faculty; in-.'

1983-84, there were some 16,000' full-11Be and 23,000 part-time staff.

According tp Chancellor's Office data, full-time faculty employment has been

relatively stable, whereas the emplpyment of part-time instructors has .more

closely followed budget changes over.the last decade. Since 1977,- nine out of

ten faculty laid off have bn"part-time; by 1983 their number's had decreased

nearly 36 percent. (
Full-time faculty tend to be older than their part -tjme counterparts, and

their average age has been increasing. More than half of them have been

employed in the same district for more than 10 years. Many of our expert

panelists felt that faculty burnout is a gtowing problem; this View tends to

be supOorted by the data on faculty age and experience.

State data collected in 1981 show that most part-time and almost half of

full -time. faculty work-at other jobs in addition to their primary teaching

assignments. For three out of five part-time initructors, these are full-time

stond jobs. Six percent of the full-time faculty -- almost 1,000 instructors

-- also reported holding down other full-time jobs.

Although full-time faculty in 1983-84 accounted for about 40 percent of

the instructional stiff, they carried almost 70 perCent of the faculty

workloaA. As noted in Settion VI, most full-time but very few part-time,

.1

faculty are required to have .office hours for students, and part-time faculty

do not. ordinarily participate in campus-wide course and program development,

curriculum selection, or other. planning activities.
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In contrast o 11C and CSU, there is no staVwide salary schedule for

community college faculty. Their salary schedules, which vary widely from

district to district, are based on the same+compensatioi Principles as, those

used in the elementary and secondary schools, with salary levels tied to level

of education and number of yaars of district service.

cull-time faculty salaries in the community colleges compare, favorably, on

average, with those paid to faculty at. CSU, an91 are about 20 percent below the
p

average faCulti salary at UC. Between 1975-76 and 1983-84, average fuI'l -time

faculty salaries declined about 11, percent- id real dollars. Theshp average

figures mask considerable variation among districts: In 1983-84, there was a

37 percent difference (shoat $10,500) between average salaried paid to full-

time faculty in the highest and-lowest-paying districts. Faculty who wish to

move between districts must take these difference into account, and must-

negotiate their starting salaries with their new employers, who may not allow

salary schedule credit for some prior years of service in other districts.

Part-time faculty are paid by the dour; their wages average about 38 percent

of full-time faculty salaries.
4

In order to-teach a credit class ih thd .community- colleges, an instructor

must obtain a credential in one of 76 subject areas. To teach relpted but

different sub.lects a credential 'for each subject must b# obtained, and many

part- and full-time staff hold multiple credentials. California appears to be

alone in requiring formal state credentials for community college instructors.

Full-time community college faculty may,becoMe tenured in two years; their

b security (layo'ff notice, dismissal, rehiring) rights are similar to those

enjoyed by faculty in the K-12 schools.' According to reanyf our panelists
411L

A
and ether informants some of these rules can result in inefficient personnel

practices. "Bumping- is an example that was often cited: In the event of
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staff layoffs, faculty member with little or, no teaching experience in a

subject Ira, but ,with a credentialin that area and seniority, may replace

("bumli'),a le senior faculty member who has been teaching that subject

competently for some time.

There is virtually no independent state support for professional

development by community college faculty, and college support of these

activities has generally declined over the last several years as budgets have

tightened. Most faCulty and administrators we intereviewed nevertheless

considered pfofessional development an essential activity that should have

high priority. ,A wide variety of such activities still occur, but we found

that they are rarely coordinated with campus long-range program planning, nor

are they usually planned to take advantage of infproation(frOm faculty

evaluations.

We found that part-time instructors were often valued because of the

current knowledge and skills they typically brought from recent work.

experiences. At thd same time, many informants expressed concern that part-

ttme. facdlty were less prepared to teach the critical thinking or abstract

reasoning skills necessary for advanced level courses. On the whole,

respondents estimate0 that from one-fourth to one - third of the full-time

faculty were burned out or had other serious problems, with a like proportion

judged to be well above average in subject knoWledge and teaching skills. The
011

balance of the faculty were generally assumed to be doing'a competent but not

outstanding job. These instructors were believed to be the prime candidates

for programs of professional development aimed at improving subject competence,

or pedagogical skills. There are No evaluation data it could yield

independent, system-wide estimates of overall staff qualify
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IX. CONCLUSIONS

The findings summarized in this volume, and presented in more-detail in

Volumes 2'and 3, show the community colleges to'be unusually fleXible

institutions with the apacity to adapt quickly to local needs. They have

many effective and sane outstanding -- programs, and for the most part, a

Competentand dedicated professional staff. And they have a lOng tradition of

commitment to educational opportunity for all students. This tradition has

been a strong source of staff motivation to improve' educational - programs and

Student services.

The findings also show that the comnunity colleges have a number df

serious problems.. In particular:

o Transfer education could be improved

o Counseling, and assessment programs are weak

o Programs'of special assistance for.underprepared,minorities could be
strengthened

o Vocational ,programs usually emphasize specific.skill training at the
expense of broader competencies

o there are no common standai-ds for remedial courses and requirements

o Faculty,cipuld bemore effective

At .first, these two sets of conclusions may appear somewhat

contradictory. With many c

ability to pr

petent and dedicated staff, the, demonstrated

ide good programs, and a strong tradition of public service,

uihy-do the.6ommunity colleges havii'aerious problems? A further inspection of

st dy findings reveals that a number of obstacles have made it difficult for

36
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the colleges to utiIize%their strengths as effectively as they otherwise
. _

might:

o The governance process suffers from serious inefficiences

o State finance formulas have created incentives to weaken program
quality

\'

o Financial sdlopcirt has declined; and allocation provisions and funding

levels have been,uncertain from' year io'year

o 'Academic standards vary widely *

o Some personnel rules are inefficient

o Statewide int rse ntal:coordination is weak

o Evaluation a other data are inadequate
f

I ,is apparent from this analysis that the colleges' strengths tend to .be

found at the level.

to 'improvement are

the state le' el 1-

Chancellor.

of the individual

sjrstemic, and are

by the legislatur

campus or program, whereas many obstacles

therefore more amenple 6 resolution ac4l'uN

e, the Board .of Govern s, and the

Given rhe great variety and diversityof the,colleges, state level

policies alone are unlikely to succeed in obtaining all the imp o ements

,desired. Individual districts and, colleges could take many steps to improve

the quality of their programs, and same.have done .so. What's more, without
--T

the active support and constructive engagement of localcollege faculties and

administrators, system-wide policies are likely,to yield disappointing

results. ,Nevertheless, mangy key obstacles to improvement are susceptible to

state level-policy intervention.

a

The context in which the community colleges operate has changed

dramatically since the last time their missions were reviewed twenty-five

years ago. The typical student now attends part-time, and often was to

\

32 37



learn a skill and leave quickly for.employment. This student is likely to be
f

inadequately prepared for college-level work, and needs help in order to

benefit fully from college programs. If the student is BlaCk or HispaniC;-

or she may need more academic assistance, counseling, and Fina,ncial suppo

than most other students.

Over the last decade,- the commun,ity colleges have been adjusting to these

changes' while simultaneously making the transition from local autonomy and

accountability to more complex forms of governance, and accountability to a

wider public. These changes have come at a time oi-- and have in part been

linked to -- a squeeze on college resources, In negotiating this transition,

the community colleges have received mixed signals from, the California

'public. The colleges have been asked, to impose higher student standards, 'but

told to continue to insure maximum access for all students They have been

criticized for ignoring the transfer function, but given strong financial
40,

incentives to weaken transfer program and associated student services. And

they have been encouraged to pursue all of 'their traditional missi while

being told that they may be trying to do too much. Thus Many local and state

policies hare been made without a clear sense of the system's priorities.

The study findings suggest that, with-state leadership'in establishing

system priorities and resolving other obstfacle °and provided strong local

support is forthcoming, the inherent strengths and flexibility of the

community colleges should make significant improvements possible.
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PREFACE

This isa,report on the findings of a six-month study of California's
4

community colleges sponsored by the California\RounOtable, an organization of

enior executives of major California corporations.

The'Roundtable was awkre Of recent concerns expreised.in many quarters

that the community colleges were experiencing serious problems that could be

diminishing their effectiveness.: Particulayly in light.of the longrsitanding

ties rbitween the,community colleges and California business and industry, the

aw
Roundtable sought an independent study by disinterested analysts that would

examine available evidence and report objective findings on the status and
.--

overall cost-effectiveness of the colleges. The, toundtable commissioned

Berman, Weiler Associates to conduct the _study.

In order to insure the' independence of the study the Roundtable lies

carefully maintained an arras length relation

ptudy findings are entitely the'reaponsibil

ip to the' research process.

t7 of Berman, Weiler Associates.

The. report is contained in three volumes, under the general heading, A

Study of California's.Community Colleges:

Volume 1- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Volume 2, FINDINS

J` Volume 3- APPENDIX

This volume presentsbnoad study findings. Volume 3 pre-sents additional

details and technical discussion, and Volume 1 summarizes key study. findings

and presents overall study zonclgtions.
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES IN TRANSITION

INTRODUCTION

A debe,te is taking shape in California over the future of the state's 106

community colleges.. What missions should the colleges have, and what clients

should they serve? How much state financial support should they 'receive, and

for what °sets? What is the most efficient. formula for allocating these

funA to colleges with varying needs? How effective -are the colleges

. educational programs where do they need to be strengthened, and how could

that be accomplished?

A Citizens' Commission has recently been established to review the

California Master Plan for Higher Education and- report to a join gislative

committee; the first priority of 'the Commission is an assessment of the status

f the community college's. The Commission will ak questions like those posed

above, and many others, as part of its char er to lielp the legislature

formulate policies for California's public postsecondary institutions to the

end of the century and beyond. Within the next two to three years, then, -t\his

phase of the debate over the community colleges' future may draw to a close;

and new policies affecting the colleges may be formulated.

This report is aimed at hglping to inform the current debate by describ

key aspects of cutrent<ommunity college operations, and providing a broad

assessment of the effectiveness of community college p ra a and bervices.

The report fociises on the following questions:

1. How are the colleges governed, and how efficient is the current
governanbe structure?
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2. How does the community college finance system work,' and how does this
system affect the colleges?

Who are the student clients of the colleges, and how have they
changed over the lass decade?

How do the colleges' most important programs function, and how
effective are the-ir in broad terms? Do enough students transfer?
What Is the condition of remedial education? What are the key
features of the colleges' vocational programs, and what are the
implications for the colleges of changes that may occur in the
workplace over the next- quarter-century?

5. What are the characteristcs of college faculty and how efficient are
current personnel policies?

To put these issues in perspective, the report begins by briefly

describing the broader historical context of today's community college.

system. Like all institutions, the colleges are in part a product of their

pas t. More than most institutions, they are still s truggnpg with the

problems that accempany, institutional growthhi ange.

MISSIONS AND PRIORITIES

About one of every twelve adult Californians is enrolled in a community.

college -- more than one million students. Almost one of every two adult

residents of the state has attended a community .college at some time, and -

almost. three-fourths of all students enrolled in public institutions of higher

education are enrolled in community colleges. Seventy-five years ago, this

system began with one college and thirty students. By almost any criterion,

growth and change have been a .distinguishing 'feature of the colleges since
41*10.

the ir inception.
Ile

In 1907, the legislature authorized high school districts to offer

postsecondary courses that "approxithate the studies prescribed in the first

49
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two years of university courses. 1/ This authorization .sanctioned the

practice of many local school districts that were already providing college-

level courses for students who could not attend a four-year institution

dire'Ctly from high school. When the first California junior college was

established in Fresno in 1910 one of the primary justifications was that"

there was no college or university within 200 miles. '2/ By 1917, 16 high

schoordiStricts in the state were providing college -level courses. 3/

Concerns about, the missions of the junior colleges were raised by the

legislature as early as 1919, when it appointed a commission to study the role

of the colleges. The commission recommended that junior colleges provide

instruction in civics, liberal arts, sciellie, and technical skills -- exactly

the functions most colleges were fulfilling. At the same time, the colleges

were remedying the academic deficiencies of students who were not originally
4

eligible to attend tthe university. 4/

Over the next 'two decades, the colleges continued to grow both in numbers

of campuses and enrollment. One observer of the!juniar college movement saw

California as the leader in community college development becatse of, -support

from the University of California and StanEOrd University, the presence of

only a handful of small denominational colleges in the state, and strong

support for public' education at all levels. He observed further that the

university's entrance requirements disqualified "from half to two thirds of

all high school graduates in the state." 5/

In the aftermath of the Depression -- and increased industrialization-in

California -- the colleges came to be viewed as institutions not only for

young students, but for the edttation and training of older adults. 6/ In
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1947, the Legislature commisaioned a study of higher education in

- California. .The report of the study -- known as the Str'ayer Report -- call.d

for the colleges to provide "equal opportunity for post-high 'school education

to all California adults as well as.youth. The Strayer Report alsecalled

for the colleges to progide occupational education, general education, college

and cluleer orientation and guidance, leer division transfer courses, adult

education, and removal of academic deficienCies% 7/

The legislature,commissioned a restudy of higher education in 1951; the

resulting report identified caumunity'dervice as a function of the ,junior

colleges. 8/ This expression of mission again validated a. function that most

of the 52 colleges in the state were already carrying out; in doing so, it

represented the legislature's ecognition-of all the missions then currently

embraced by the colleges. These Missions were similar to those that had been

adopted by other. states. 9/

:,.

The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education emphasized the r le of the

11/ecommunity colleges as a full partner in higheeducation i the state. The

Plan recognized the traditional functions of the catimunity colleges, while

emphasizing the transfer mission: The framers of the Master PlanenviSioned

the University and State Colleges applying strict admission standards and

redirecting a portion of their students to the junior colleges. 10/

In the early 1970s, the name of the colleges was changed from "junior" to

"community ". The change in name was not just symholic. It recognized .a major

function of the colleges -- access to higher education for students who could

not immediately attend four-year colleges and universities-, or did not seek a

four-year degree. The community colleges -- located in every metropolitan



area of the state -- were available to all students. Nationally, as well as

in California,- the colleges attracted previously.underrepresented segments of

the population, including minorities, 'women, and people .who had not been

successful in high school.

In sum, today's comprehensive community college missions -- transfer,

vocational education, remediation, adult and community education -- are the .

same missions the : colleges have haclfor decades. .Since the early 1970s,

however, three thing's have happened to change the public's perception of the

PI

colleges and introduce the issue of college missions into the current debate

about the colleges' future: College priorities have changed, students have

changed, and thd colleges s-have moved frat, largely local arenas to statewide

scrutiny.

Beginning in the19601, the community collegeS began to expand by

enlarging their programs for "non - traditional" students (e.g. , adults seeking

occasional avocational courses oldercitizens, recent immigrant eeking

. language skills)) and programs for students interested in maintaining or

improving technical or professional'skills. This mix of services commun

education, adult education, and "lifelong learning" --'found a ready

clientele. And while-adult-education courses. such as basic English or

citizenship had always been tax-supported (K-12 system adult schools were

well -es tablished) aVocational and lifelong learning courses were free to

ty

students only at the community colleges; in universj.ty extension classes these

courses were fee-supported. With this growth, the community colleges expanded

within a subset of their comprehensive,mi4irs -- and this redirection of

the nergies and resources was achieved, in part, by payiArelatively 'less

5
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attention to more traditional functions, e.g., transfer "educallion. By 1985

the colleges' program emphases were more balanced; nevertheless, a public

image remains, to some extent, of a system .that has turned away from

traditional academic roles.

Chatiges in program 'emphasis have not emerged Solely from college desires

to expand their *vices to a wider community. The colleges have chan d in

part because they have had no choice 'because their students have changed.

As chapters IV, V, and V make clear, .college enrollment growth in the 1970s

and early11980s did not cane from traditional" students full-time

students who ,attend for two years and either transfer to a university or

obtain a. terminal degree and enter the world of work)..attier, .i-t came from

part-time students who had mixed, short-term goa3,s. These students were not

interes ted in degrees -- they wanted skills. Many already had college

degrees, and were returning in order to upgrade their st.111s, or learnpkw

skills as the basis for changing careers. Working women returned to the

colleges in large numbers, and the colleges found themselves having to adjust

to the needs of students who did not fit Netraditional image of the college

student. In consequence, the colleges have departed in many `respects from the

traditional image of institutions of higher education and this has lef t

many observers uncomfortable.

Finally, zhe colleges have moved from a,local stage to the state

spotlight. Chapters II and III discuss the impact on the colleges of

Proposition 13:' Once the state assumed principal funding responsibility for

the colleges, hard questions began to be asked in Sacramento about the

appropriateness of the colleges' priorities and the cost-effectiveness of the
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colleges' programs. These questions came at precisely the time when, the

shifts in miss ion emphasis and student characters tics described above were

most pronounced. In many respects, the debat hat begitn to be fueled in 1978

by these conditions is the' debate that isL still taking place.

CHANCE ANp TRANSITION

The context for this study should now be somewhat clearer. The community

colleges are an institutioja in a period of transition. Beginning as

extensions of K-12 education, the col3teges still bear the stamp of those-

origins in some respects, /but have been pulling away from their past to Adopt

more Attributes of institutions of higher education. They have moved from an

emphasis on traditional missions (transfer and vocational) to an emphasis onfri`

community services, and back again. They have begun to impose traditional

academic standards while trying to accianodate the need's of large numbers of

non-traditional students. And they -are making the transition from a locally,

supported and locally accountable system to one that is state supported -and

accountable to affroader public.

Thus, the ccmiminity colleges have seen a recent period of rapid expansion,

culminating' in serie of strong external snocks new students, new deman,ds,

,new accountability, a nd new doubts about their performance. The colleges are

still ad\justing to these changes.
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CONTENTS OF THIS REPORT

cit

The next chapter presents study findings on the current system ,of

community college governance. Chap ter III discussea system. finance and
3expenditures; Chapter IV provides findings on the changing student context for

college programs. Chapter V presents f indin s on the community college
: -

Q

transfer mission, while Chapters VI. and VII discuss c aVI_ education.

.:chapter VIII presents stud/ findings on college remedial programs, and Chapter

IX describes the. faculty who teach at the colleges, and discusses current.
*

personnel 'policies. Appendix A describes the research process used in the'

study.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I

The authorizing legislation was the Caminetti Act.

2/ Arthur M. Cohen and Florence Brawer, The American Community College. San
Francisco,.CA: JossVrBass, 1982.

"F ins early growth of junior colleges was typical of other states as
well. By 1922, 37 of the 48 states had junior colleges. Total nationwide

. enrollment was about 20,000* (Cohen and.Brawer, op.. cit.)

Ptrick Callati.-vrestimony to the AsseMbly Specter! Committee on he
ifornia licamunity Colleges." Sacramento, CA; California Postsecondary

tiop, Commission/ October 1983.

P. Bogue, The Community College.. ,New Yorr, NY:, McGraw-Hill, 1950, as
quOted.i.-ohen and.jrawer, op:. ci t.

C4lan, op. cit. The Same changes in populations served and diverstty of
miasions were evident in other areas of the totintry. X" 1930 survey of 279
junVr colleges found that 69 percent of instruction was in academic and
.votational subjects, and the remaining 31 percent included sizeable
_of fetings in music, home economics, and avocational-.'arses. (W. C.
EeUs, The Juni,tr Colle5e. Boston, MA: Houghtpn Mi-f 031, cited in
Cohen and Brewer, pp. )- I

71 California Legisalture,'Senate Office of Research, The, Neglected Branch.
Sacramen to,(a: (1984.

8 op._ cit.

9/ Cohen and Brewer, ofit.

10/ Callan, op. cit.

a
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II. GOVERNANCE

INTRODUCTION

The agencies., that govern community colleges are responsible for g. wide

range of complex financial educational, personnel and business decisions.

Many .obseweers are concerned that the way in which college governance is
so

currently organized often makes it difficult for these decisions to-be made

wisely. How did this organization of tgc24ernance cane about? What are its key

features, and how does it work in Factice? Is it an efficient system?

A detailed analysis of the complex activities and relationships that

haracterize the day- to- day-'operations of community college governance was

beyond the scope of this study. In this chapter we address the questions

raised above -by first placing today's sysleem

context. We then briefly disc

f governance in historical

the main features, of this system and their

most important consequences for the community colleges. Chapter III discusses

state finance policies. and community college 'expendi tures .;

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT
A 1

e

California community colleges began as extensions of high schools, and

their governance structure reflects, those beginnings. In 1907, the

legislature authorized high school districtsto offer college-level

coursewo and in 1910 the Fresno Board of Educationsestablished the first

two-year college prograp. In 1921 the legislature authorized the local

creation 'separate junior college districts, while continuing the

authorization for junior college departments within elementary-secondary or

11
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high. school districts. Joint element ary-secondary-junior college districts

were aathoriied in 1927, and over th next three de"cadp1ew college districts

were formed both as separate enti and as part of K-12 districts.

The 1950s brought rapi In the number of community college

campuses, and the colleges began to separate themselves.from12 systems. In

1960, 30 of the 57 community college districts were separate entities; by

1964, this number had grown to 56 out of 66 districts. By the early 1970s the

process of separation was largely complete.

Separate community college districts were governed by:,Xodally eleCted

boards of trustees with responsibility for the quali f the r colleges'

programs -- a governance model resembling that of the elementary- secondary

system. The local boards set property tax mates for generating revenues to

support district operations, hired the district chief administrative officer,

set .educational policy wiihin the district, established the bUdget and often

took an active role in the daily functioning of the district.

Prior to 1967, a small unit in the State Department'of EdUcation

f

coord teal. the activities of the colleget,and,provided support to the State

Board o Education. in its_administration of relevant provisions of the

Education Code.

By 1967, the legislature recognized the need to provide a separate

administrative identity for the community colleges, and created an independent

agency devoted exclusively to their administrative support." The Stiern Act

created the AQI:d of Governors of the California .Junior Colleges, and the

,Office of the Chancellor. 1/ The Board of Governors was to coordinate policy

58'
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for the districts and 'answer to the legislature for the operation of the

colleges.

, This governance structure -- lo9ally au tonomods districts with a weak

state administrative agency -" was in place. in 1978 when Proposition 13 was

passed and a fundamental change in, governance occurred.

By 1978, California had a long tradition of local autonomy in the

governance of community colleges. Most observers felt that 'in a state the

size of California, differences among communities' required local

decisionmaking for maximum responsiveness to local needs, and the colleges had

always been goVerned by locally elected boards. The legislature had, never

shown an interest in delegating to any state-level agency the authority to

control local budgets, to set and enforce program priorities, to impose

centrally determined standaids of quality in curriculum and instruction, or

otherwise to hold local authorities directly accountable for the quality of

their educa tiona\ programs. Until 1978, and the change to state funding, the

legislature had had little reason tolbe cOei-ned with this arrangement. In

the late 70s and early 80s however, the state suddenly found itself ,providing

most of the funding for a billion dollar educational enterprise. With their

local funding base, the community colleges had in many cases expanded their

services to embrace a wide variety of prdgrams that had not traditionally been

of fered by postsecondary ins titutions. These services, together with other

college programs, became a state budget responsibility just as California

entered a period of fiscal constraint brought about by the combined effects of

Proposition 13 and economic recession.



Many legislators felt that limits on community college appropriations had

to 'be imposed, and some were convinced that the colleges were offering

programs that should not be supported. with public funds. The legislature

changed college funding formulas, imposed caps on enrollment growth, limited

the amount of instruction that could be delivered by part-time faculty, and

specified the elimination of certain kinds of courses, among numerous other

measures. (According to one source, there have been 1650 chringes since 1978

to Education Code provisions affecting the community colleges.) 2/.1

Local boards had lodt overnight the power to determine or meet their,

district revenue needs, and with the shift in funding to the state level, they

suddenly ,found themselves accountable, not just to their local .electorates,
.

but to the broader taxpaying public. The consequences of this change continue

to dominate community college governance issues today.

VIE CURRENT SYSTEM

The community colleges are state-funded institutions; their funding is

appropriated yearly by the state legislature. By statute, the Governor

'appoints a fif teen - member Board of Governors, which is charged with providing

overall policy direction to ,the community colleges, and is accountable to the

legislature for college operations. 4/

The Board appoints a Chancellor of the Community Colleges who serves mss.. --

its chief executive officer. The Chancellor also heads a stat,,,,administrative

cif ice with a current S-taff of 135 and a' budget of approxiniately $3 million-

The Education Code allows the Board of Governors to delegate any of its

powers to. t e chancellor's Office, and this authority is broadly utilized to

6
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engage the Chancellor's Office staff in a wide variety of detailed

administrative and research activities in support of. Board functions. 5/

Members of local boards of trustees are elected by the voters of their

districts. 6/ The .authority of local boards includes' all 'functions of

governance and administration not in specific conflict with the Education

Code. They are responsible for petting overall poliCywfor the management and

operation of their colleges and they employ chancellors/supe endents who

serve as chief administrative officers for the districts and manage the

districts' day-to-day operations within board guidelines. In single-college

districts, the superintendent is also the college president. 7/

How does this system. function i41 prac ice? We examined current statutes,

reviewed policies eitablIsiied by the Boar of .Governors and asked our
tiapanelists and other respondents to describe how educational policy and related

decisions (e.g., the allocation and distribution of resources, choosing

priorities and setting agendas for action, establishing and enforcing

educational standards, recruits and hiring personnel) were typically made.

We found that governance is today widely shared among local trustees, the

Board of. Governors, and the state legislature. As we have noted, this'

represents a considerable shift of authority (since 1978) away from local

trustees to the state level. This shift of authority -- from largely local to
e---

largely shared governance -- haS taken a number of forms. The. most obvious

change has been the assumption by the state legislature of-authority for the

location and distribution of resources. Neither local trustees nor the

Board of Governors control the amount of money

15
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both overall funding levels and formulas governing the distribution of those

di

funds are determl.ned by the legislature. (Local colleges can attempt to

maximize their income by following policies designed to take advantage of
. 4

distribution formulas this issue is taken up in Chapter III -- but in doing

so every college competes against every other college for a share of -a fixed

resource, i.e., the total state appropriation. Where the distribution .formula

is pegged to student attendance, as it noyAs some co'lleges by accident of

location or local demography, may 'be able to benefit more than others.)

Once the' distribution of funds to local districts has been made, district

truste have wide discretion in setting priorities for the use of these

resources and in' making other decisions affecting their educational

programs. Recently, however, local officials have faced new constraints on

these decisions. Some of these constraints have been imposed directly by the

legislature: a cap on the number of part -time faculty that may. be hired;

specific restrictions on funding for some courses; mandatory student fees.

Other constraints have been imposed by the Board of Governors, which according

to most of our informants has played an _increasingly active role in setting

broad educational program priorities and determining academic standards.

It is widely agreed that these has been a growing tendency for the Board

of Governors to make policy in areas that are also the province of local'

trustees. The Board was concerned, for example, that standards for student

academic progress were too low at some colleges. Rather than enunciate this

concern in broad terms, or suggest generallpidelines, the Board defined

specific .requirements for student academic progress, and made these

requirements a system-wide policy. By doing so, it also created for itself

16 62



(that is, for the Chancellor's Office) a new regulatory responsibility. A

number of observers have pointed out that if the Board is determined to play a

role in improving the cost-effectiveness of college programs, it will

increasingly have to make policy in areas .directly affecting the academic

programs of the colleges. Since these are areas that local trustees appear to

feel most strongly should remain undar local control (indeed, are among the

few areas still largely left to local discretion), the current uneasy sharing

of authority by the Board and local trustees-may be more difficult to sustain

in the future.

Table II-1 lists a number of common areas where both local trustees and

the Board of Governors have signifrcant authority.. The li, sst would to

support the view of many respondents that overlapping areas of authority make

improved Mechanisms for local-state consultation desirable. Others have

pointed out, however, that the extent of this need for consultation is a

function of the extent to which the Board of Governor-s-chooses to exercise its

considerable .rule- making and regulatory authority in areas that local trustees

would like to reserve for themselves.

Some of our res.pondents pointed to reasons why the Board of Governors may

Move slowly in policy' areas where local trustees are determined to maintain

th r authority. The Board acts as a regulatory agency for the enforcement of

state lay,, but does not control the distribution of resources, cahnot hire or

fire local personnel, and cannot hold locally elected officials directly

accountable. It has considerable authority, but little power. It governs, in

large part, by virtue of a broad consensus that its authority is legitimate.

In part, this consensus simply reflects a recognition that the Board's



TABLE II -1

SELECTED RESPONSIBILITIES OF LOCAL BOARDS OF TRUSTEES
AND THE STATE BOARD OF GOVERNORS

LoCa1 Boards of Trustees

Establish policies for and approve
district. educational programs

Establish academic standards for
students, consistent with state, policy

Establish employment nd'dismissal
_practices consistent, with statwtes
and Board of Governors policy

Prepare distptct educational program
master planst -

Adopt ins tructiona materials for

the district

Determine and control district oper-,

ational and capital outlay budgets

State Board of Governors

Review and approve all state-financed
programs and courses of instruction

Sources: California Community Colleges,

Background: Board of Governors

CA: December 1984;

Establish minimum standards of
student progress and performance

Establish minimum standards for
academic and administrative staff

Review and approve district academic
and facilities master plans

Establish academic standards for

college courses.

Approve construction of college
facilities

Office of the Chancellor,
' Basic Agenda for 1985. Sacramento,

, "Mandated Functions of the Board
ffice of the California Community
Sacramento, CA: August 1982;

Office of Research, The'Neglected,.
ry 1984; Spite of California,

of Governors and Chancellor's 0
Colleges." Preliminary Draft.
California Legislature, Senate
Branch. Sacramento, CA: Janua

Education Code.
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authority has been delegated by the.legislature; in part, it depends on the

41
Board being careful not to extend its authority too far or too fast into areas

where local officials still have important prerogatives'. Many respondents

,told us that individual districts commonly lobby the legislature for policies

that will benefit them directly (but may have little, or even negative

consequences for other districts). They felt that this pattern reflected both

the-realities of the post/978 shift in the 'power to govern, and the

L
increasingly uncertain relationships between local districts and the Board .of

Governors And ChanCellor's Office.

Lines of accountability in this system are not clear. In, the largest
.

---

sense, the colleges are held acoruntable by the legislature, which, 4f-it is

displeased with what it finds, can reduce budget allocations, chang gfunding

form as, and otherwise influenke college priorities. But the 1

not organ zed to exercisethis function except very broadly. The Board of-
.

re is

Governors is formally accountable to-the legislature for the quality

efficiency of the colleges' programs, but as noted above, it has limited power

to hold local elected or appointed officials accountable in turn. Local

trus tees are

-4A

theory accountable 'to their electorates, but are increasingly

regulated by state agency. Under these circumstances, arrangements for

accountability remain Uncertain and leadership is diffuse..

-,/
Most community college personnel we interviewed expressed considerable

reserva tions about the effic ncy of governancethe current goveance system, Slightly
,

more than half of our responrents thought that many problems could be
amelior4ted if thgy had. more local autho ity and autonomy. The balance were i

evenly divided between supporting more state-level authority and endorsing the

r/
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present division of responsibility between state and local' boards. Many

wanted the. Board of Governors and e Chancellor'p Office to exercise a

rgely "Coordinating role, and to formulate only broad policy guidelines.

0 hers thought that these agencies should, have more authority to "speak for all

the colleges, to mare' effectively represent the colleges' interests to

- the Legislature. In short, there was no consensus on what changes should be

made, but broad agreement that the cOrrent system is not working All.

A number of state and local officials believe that 'some' of the concerns

voiced by our respondents could be ameliorated by resolving ambiguities in the

division of authority between%the Board of. Governors and local thtstees and

by develOping more effective mechanisms of consultation and coordination. The

community colleges are taking steps in these direCtions. 8/ Many observers

feel, however,. thit if the Board of Governors seeks to inprease its authority

over policies directly affecting the academic programs of the college 'there

may be more direct confrontations with local. trustees

cooperation.

an-erosion of
4

sr

In sum, local governments have been weakened by the loss of taxing and go'

budget allocation authority, and priorities that had been set locally are now

being scrutinized in Sacramento. 'At the same time, the Board e Governors has

no discretionary control-over state funding formulas or disbursements, and

cannot hold locally elected boards of trustees directly accountable for the

qualitOf college programs.

This structure -- in which both central and local agancies of gover ent

lack key elements of the capacity to iovern appears to be unique

20
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California. Typically, states with Ily elected boaids also have local.

taxing and budget -allocation authority; states with centrally-funded systems

tend to have local foisrds appointed4by central authorities.

Because Californ a's community colleges are governed by a system with

significant weaknesses at. both the state and local levels,. ,key decisions'

affecting college admtm tration and operations are often made by the

legislature, i.e., in the Atical arena. Such decisions are .most likely to

b \the result of the balan e of forces in the legislature at any given time --
.

which may or may not yield resu is that are efficient from the perspectiVe of

system administration.

Many of our respondents complined that the system is inadequately

represented to the legislature. But as one of our panelists .put it, there is

in a sense no "system" to represent -- and no- agency with enough statewide

authority to do soeffectivel

ifthe current structure of governance for the' community colleges

continues unchanged, many believe that- there may be some additional erosion of

local'autonomy. The Board of Governors, responding to legislative desires for

increased system accountability, may feel compelled to assume_mor4 directidn

of community college.affairS. In the absence of 'a clearer definition of the
*A

authority of local and state agencies, local-state disputes over policy or

decisi9making prerogativeflcould

the

g n result in key decisions being made in

itical arena rather than by toe community colleges themselves. No one

we talked to felt that, in the .long run, this could lead to )anything but a

further weakening of local autonomy and continuing uncer nty about where

accountability and leade hip reside.

21
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SUMMARY

This Chapter has presented the following findings:

o Community college governance evolved frcet a tradition of strong local

autonomy, which was reduced significally by the change to state

finding following the passage of Proposition 13.
p

Authority. has shifted from being largely local to largely shared among

local trustees, the Board of Governors, and the legislature.°

o The Board of Governors' authority has grown considerably over the last

seven years, and is increasingly exercised in areas that had been

reserved to local prerogative.
a

o Overlapping areas of au thori ty between state and local agenci es

su&gest the need for more effectiVe mechanisms of constiltatitut and

coordination.

o If the State Board seeks .t.d'incmase the scope of its authority over

local academic programs, conflicts with local trustees may make it
lak, more difficult to sustain cooperative localstate relationships.

o There is uncertainty about where accountability and 'leadership .in the

sys tern res ide .

is broad agreement among community college personnel that the

governance system is not working efficiently, but no consensus on what;
. ,

changes should be made.

Both rocal and state agencies lack key elements of the capacity to

govern; this situation apgears to be unique to California.

o With sign-if icant weaknesses in both local and state governance, key

decisions affecting the col es are often made in the politicel

22
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i arena. This has further weakened local autonomy and clouded the issue

of where leadership eesides.

a
4
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II

The name was changed to community colleges a few years later.

California Community Colleges, Board of Governors, Background: Board,o
Governors Basic Agenda for 1985. .Sacrapento, CA: 1984.

Technically, a combination of state and local funds, but locally-derived
revenues are treated as part of the state budget allocatioh (see Chapter
III).

4

Thirteen 'of the flfteen members acre selected from the general population;
thE remaining two members are a community college student and a faculty
member. The citizen Members of the Board are appointed, to four-year
staggered terms and are Subject to 'confirmation by a two-thirds vote of
the state Senate. Neither the student no? the faculty member is'subject
to Senate confirmation. The faculty member is selected by the 'Governor
from a list_ofthree eandidates proposed by the Academic Senate of the
Community Colleges, and serves a two-year term. The student member serves
a one-year term.

Chancellor's Office staff are civil service, not community college system
employees. In addition to the Executive Office, there are six major
divisions tn the Chancellor's Office:

1. Affirmative Action -- provides guidelines and helps distticts
implement policies.

"2. Analytical Studfes -- compiles and analyzes data on community college
operations and performs special studies as requested by the .

Chancellor.

3. ifeval Off -ice -- provides legal counsel to the Board of Goverriors, the

staff4 and. districts as requested.

4. Legislation and.Communieations monitors proposed state and federal
legislation and represents the Board of Governors in preparing and
presenting testimony before egislative committees.

5. Administration and Finance -- re ponsibility for budget and
accounting, credentials, facilities planning, fiscal services, and
personnel and support services.

6. Assistant Chancellor for Programs -- responsible for progirom
evaluation and approval, studerkt services and' specially funded
programs, vocational `'education and employment training.

6/ There are 52 single-college districts and 18 districts with
colleges. The largest districts are Los Angeles, with nine
Peralta (Oakland), with five'. MOst multi-College districts

24

at-least two
colleges, and
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three campuses. Trustees are elected to four-year staggered' terms. The
Education Code requires that each board haVe at least one non-voting
student member who serves a one-year term. Boards 'have five to seven
members, depending on'the district

Our fieldwork revealed considerable variation in the involvement of local
boards in the operation of their district's. Some boards delegated a great
deal of authority.to the district chancellor and college presidents, while
others maintained much more detailed oversight of district administrators.,

8/ The BoaCi of Governors has created a Commission on Local Ilnd State Board
Relationships which is trying to resolve problems arising from State-local
disagreements over which level has principal policy authority in various
areas.

Att
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III. FINANCE AND EXPENDITURES

INTRODUCTION

Is the nearly 1:4 billion- dollars spent on community ;colleges_ too much,

about rigtirt, or not_ enough? 'Some perspective on this issue can be gained by

comparing the current costs of the community colleges to those that have been

incurred An the past, and to costs in other states; we can' also ask broadly

how these fundi are spent by the colleges. This chaptsr summarizes

findings in these areas. It asks:

0 How has California's funding for community colleges chawed

.and how does kt,compare with that of other states?

Given Califo

our

over time,

a's economic capacity- how much effort does the state

make to suport community colleges, relative

other states? /

commdnity\coliege dollars spent?,o How are

Questions have also ben raised

to the efforts made by

about the manner in which the colleges are

.financed, and particularly about the impact'of current state funding

formulas. While a thorough analysis of-the financing Question was beyond the

scope of this study, we have examined key elements .of this issue,

chapter also presents these findings.

FINANCING

and the

Community colleges in California are financed primarily through local

revenues and state apportionments.

property taxes and student fees.

Local revenues are derived

In apportioning state funds,

determines the amount of revenue that each distric\ is allowed

27
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student "ADA" (average daily ttendance). This figure is multiplied by each

district's total student ADA to calculate that di4rict's total revenue. 1/

Locally generated, revenue is subtracted from this total, and the balance is

the state apportionment. In other words, therstate makes up the difference

between local revenue and the total revenue each district is to recei4e.

Districts may not, as in many other states, unilaterally increase their

revenue per student by increasing local taxes or student fees. Both are set

by the state, and thus the effect is one of complete state financing.

Although the amount of revue per ADA each district receives is

determined by the state there is substantial variation among districts in the,

actual rate at which they are funded. In 1982-83,. the,state average

expenditure per ADA was $2,276. 2/ Hale of the state's community-college

districts fell within 10 percent of this average; 21 districts were above"`the

10 percent band and 14 were below it. 3/

These disparities have their roots in the history of community college

finance inpCalifornia. Prior to the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978,

ccmrminity college districts received most of their revenue from local property

taxes.' As a resut of different local choices with respect to the rate of

taxation, and local differences in property values, revenues and expenditures
e

per ADA .varied widely.

These differences were "frbzen" by the passage of Proposition 13, which
I)

created a need for additional state funding ("bailout"), provided initially

(in 1978-79) thh block grants and allocated to 'districts according to

their prior year revenues and without regar*d to enrollment, thereby continuing

existing revenue disparities. 4/
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J
Note that_ locationsSlwere based upon prior year revenues*ather--t-han

prior year ex d ure Sone districts, which had over the years accumulated

reserves, had reduced heir prior year revenues, but maintained or increased

expenditures by d

these districts rece

from their reserve funds. Since the bailout funding

was tirsed on these reduced revenue levels, and since

reserves were not suffic t to continue to make ukt;, the .difference between.

reduced revenue and; current expenditures in subsequent years, expenditures

were also forced to!drocp.

In, 1979, the legislature' pained AB, 8, which atte rnpted to equalize ADA

funding rates by varying the rate ...o inflation allow nce provided to

districts.

Meanwhile, districts had been receiving revenue on the basis of4ayerage

cost per -ADA. 5/ However, the marginal cost of proliiding Lnsti'uction for each

additional student was less than, the average cost in most ca es. Districts

therefore had strong incentives to increase enrollment, in order to receive

addition4. state funding in excess of their rnakgi2.111.4osts.

In response to this, a provision of AB 8 provided funding for annual ADA

growth at the rate of two-thirds of the average revenue per ADA. Districts

experiencing a decline in enrollment had their revenue reduced by the same

two-thirds rate.

AB 8 expired in 198 and was replaced by legislation that restricted ADA

growth eligible for state ,funding to 2.5 percent of each district prior

year's ADA.

Growth limitation became more severe in 1982-83 when no additional

funding was provided for growth or inflation,-. In addition, the Chancellor
0
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Office was required to identify $30 million worth of recreational and

avocational classes for which' state support would be eli inated.

In 1984, the legislature passed AS lxx,, which required the colleges to

charge students $50 per semester for six units or more and $5 per unit for

less than six units. (Students in financial need are exempt from the fee.)

The act appropriated $15 million annually through 1986-87 and $7.5 million in

1987-88 "(AB 1xx terminates on January 1, 1988) for student financial aid and

reimbursements to districts for foregone revenue resulting from fee

exemptions . 6/

OVERALL FUNDING LEVELS

Total community college revenue in California,in 1979-80' Wai near4 $1.4

billion, which was two- and- a--half times the revenue of New York, the second

largest system. California's community colldge revenue was $1,188 per

s tudent which ranked .39 th among states . 7/ Expenditures per student
.,enrolled, howevei, do not accurately portray actual college worklo-ad

(instructional and support services), since a student who takes many classes

creates a greater college workload than a student who takes only a few. 8/

Most states mealre workload according to full-time equivalent"'(FTE)

students. Unfortunately, community college FTE enrollment data by state

and titis expenditures per ADA or FTE are not available (ADA. and FTE are

roughlyL similar measures. ADA is defined in terms of student time +spent under

direct teacher supervision; FTE is defined in terms of the number of units a

student is enrolled for, and is not directly related to instructor

supervision).
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An alternative measure of the relative effort states made in fundiTig

community colleges is state expenditure as a percentage of averageightate

personal income. This is displayed in Table III-1 which shows that in 1979-

80 California was tied for second among states with Wyoming and Oregon.

Though as noted above there are no published data that compare workload

adjusted (ADA or FTE) community college expenditures among' states over time,

Table 111-2 shows total and per-ADA community college revenues, in current and

constant dollars, over the ten -year period from 1976-77 through the -Governor's

proposed budget for 198i-86.

It can be seen from Table 111-2 that since 1976-77, total state and local

funding has risen 52.2 percent, and funding per ADA has risen 61.8 percent.

When the effects of inflation are accounted for, however, total state and

local funding per ADA has decreasfid 5.2gapercent. Thus, while state support
m

of community colleges has increas d since 1976-77, it has not been enough to

fully offset the reduction in local revenues brought abOut by Proposition 13,

coupled with the effects of inflation.
ler

The community colleges have also not fared particularly well when compared

w-ith the other major education segments. Table 111-3 shows total re nun per

ADA and FTE, adjusted for inflation, for California public (K-12) school

community colleges, and the California State University (CSU) from 176-77

through 1985-86. During this period, inflation-adjusted community college

revenues per ADA declined 10.4 percent while K-12 revenues per ADA rose 8.6

percent. CSU revenues per FTE, which are considerably higher khan revenues

per ADA for ,either the K-12 schools or community colleges; declined by 9.9

percent during this period.

4
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TABLE III -1

REVENUE FOR PUBLIC TWO-YEAR COLLEGES AS /ii PERCENTAGE

OF PERSONAL INCOME, BY sTAIg'
1979-80

State

Alaska
CALIFORNIA

Wyoming
Oregon
Arizona
Washtngton
Wisconsin,
North Carolina
Iowa
North pakota.
Florida
South Carolina
Maryland
Michigan
TexaS
,Hawaii

New York
Utah
Nebraska

.Illinois_

Kansas
Alabama
Colorado
IdahCr.

Virginia
Delaware
Rhode ISland

Total Revenue

$ 33,532,000
1,387,952,000

27,570,000
130,780,000'
122,859,000
208,798,000.

206,139,000
193 109,000
110,083,000
21,411,000

318,600;000
76,804,000

138,853,000
289,589,000

'425,137,000
29,468,000

543,649,000
33,901,000
41,086,000
338,303,000
66,798,000
68,973,000
70,316,000
18,338,000

119,039,000
13,667,000
19,701,000

Personal
(billions

$ 5.2

259.6
4.2

24.7
24.1
42.3

44.2
45:6

27.2
5.7

90.9

22.8
43.9
91.4-

136.6
9.9

180.7

11.3
14.4

119.7
23.5
29.1
29.2

6

50.2
6.0

8.7

10.3

27.9
81.0

.h101.8
8.6

42.9
35.2
39.6

111.5
44.2

57.9

8.7
16.5

New Mexico 22,920,000.
Oklahoma 6i,181,000
New Jersey 154,886,000
Ohio 191,324,900
Maine 15,578,000
Missouri 79,835,000
'Tennessee 59,984,000
Minnesota 62,029,060
Pennsylvania 183,469,000
Georgia 66,913,000
Massachusetts 82,414,000
Nev da 11,837,006
Arkansas 2248,000

32

Revenue as a %
Of Personal Income

.

F.

0.64%

0.53
0.53
0.53
0.51
0.49
0.47
0.42
0.40
0.38
0.35

0.34
0.32
0.32
0.31
0.30
0.30
0.30
0.29

,0a8
.0.28

0.24
0.24
0.24
0.24
0.23
0.23
042
0.22
0.19
0.19
0.18
0.17
0.17

0.16
9.16
0.15
0.14
0.14
0.13

S

S
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TABLE III-1 (coned.)

State Total Revenue

Connecticut $46,078,000
New/Hampshire 10,098,000

Vermont 4.760,000
West Virginia 13,516,000
IndianP 33,086,00G
Kentucky' 19,440,000

Louisiana / 23,936,000
Montana 4,3'89,000

South Dakota NA

Revenue as-a %
Personal Income. of Personal Income

(billions)

$35.9

8.3
4.0

15.0
48.8
28.0
36.0
6.6 11

NA

Source: National Center for iducation Statistic

Colleges ana Universities. Washington,

1.13%
-0.12.

0./2
0.09
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
NA

Financial Statistics of
.C.: 1981.

Notes: South Dakota, with one public two-year college, did not report data.

S

1979-80 is the most recent' year for which these comparative data are

available for public two-year colleges.
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Year

Local

Sourcesb

1976-77 668.0

1977-78. 778.1-

1978-79 360.8

1979 -80 295.4

1980-81 147.8

1981 -82 416.4

1982-83 413.3

1983-84° 423.1

1984-85° 535.7

1985-86f `584.0

Cumulative Change

Amount

Percent

-153.2

-22.9

Total

Starte

a d

State

Aid Fu

484.2

524.7

839.8

1,027.0

1,119.5

1,104.3

1,086.5

1,074.7

1,119.2

1,169.3

C

TABLE 11172.

FORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

TOTAL REVENUESa

(Dollars in Millions)

Average Total State di.

Daily Local Funding.

Attendance Per ADA

.2 -721,884

. 8 718,303

. 6 635,372

1,32 .4 .:1570,623

1,467 3 725,514

1,520 7. 750,715

1,499 8 728,856

1,497. 665,166°

1,6544- 640,690° -

.1,753.3 652,000°.

685.1 601.1 -69,884

141.5 52.2 -9.7

a Excludes funding for the Chancellor's Office
b
Includes state property tax and mandatory student fees

1,596

1,813

1,972

2,023

2,026

2,058

2,252

2,477

2,583'

Total State &

Local Funding"

Per ADA in

1976-77 Dollarsd

987

61.8
4

c
Includes combined state and federal grants, county income,

tuition revenues, lottery revenues, and other miscellaneous
d
Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government

°Estimated

fProposed

1,0596

1,686

1,625

1,545

1,446

1,344

1,280

1,319

1,371-

1,353

-243

-15.2

4

Federa

Aid

Other

neec

103.1 110.7

115.7 96.7-

99.5 120.9

121.8 164.6

138.3 201.4

116.0 228.0'

104.5 .230,2

102.0 230.2

97.0 230.2

92.0' 266.2.

711.1 ' 155.5

-10.8 .140.5

Total

Revenue

Per

Total ADA in

Total Revenue 1976.77

Revenue Per ADA 'Dol larsd

1,3664- 4,892 1:892

1,515.2 2009 1,964

1,421.0- 2,237 1,923

1,608.8 2,-399

1,807.0 2,491 1,781

1,864.7 2,484 1,648

1,835.0 2,518 1,566

1,830.0 2,751 1,611

1,982.1 3,094 1,712
,

2,111.5 3,239 1,696

745.5 1,347 -196

54.6 71.2 -10.4

ood service revenues, tees for, community service courses, non - resident

revenues

purchases

Source: State of California, Office of the Governor, Governor's Budget. Sacremento, CA: 1976-1985.
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TABLE III-3

COMPARISON F K-12, CSU AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE REVENUES
Total 14 l rs per ADA. and Constant Dollars per ADA.

1976-77 - 1985 -86 A
K-12- Revenues CSU Revenues \ Community College Revenues

Per ADA Per 'TE 'Per ADA

Year
Total 1976 -77

Revenues a 1Dollarsb
.Total

Revenuesa
1976-77 Total
Dollarsb. Revenuesa

1976-77
Dollarsb

1916 -77 $1 ,834 $1 ,834 $3,903 $3,903 $1,892 $1,892

177-78 2,045' 1,904 4,256 3,953 2,109 1-,964

-1918-79 2,207 1,897 4,072 3,500 2,237 1,923

1979780 2,611 2,046 4,732 3,708 2,399 1,880

1980-81 2,875 2,056 5,236 3,744 ,2,491 1,781

1981-82 2,934 1,946 5,256 3,486 . 2,484 1,648

1982-83 2,953 1,83T 5,209 3,240 2,518 1,566

1983-84* 3,292 ',1,928 5,261 3,081 2,751 1,611

1984-85* 3,596 1,990 6,085 3,367' 3,094 1,712

1985-86** 3,807 1,991 6,727 3,518 3,239 1,696

Cumulative Change
AmoUnt $1 ,973 $157 $2,824 $7385 $1,347 .$ -196

Percent 107.6% 8.67. 72.4% -9.9% 71.2% -10.4%

*Estimatge

**Budgeted

k

a Includes property tax, state aid, federal aidpiotottery revenues, combined
state/federal grants, county income, student fees, and other miscellaneous
revenues.

Ad jus ted by the GNP for for state and local government purchases.

Source: California State Controller, Finanpial Transactions of School

Districts. Sacramento, CA: 1978-79 - 1985-86.
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IMPACT OF STATE FINANCE AND FUNDING POLICIES

The state policies described above have had a number of consequences for

the cagnmunitylpileges:

ADA-BASED FUNDING FORMULA

wa found considerable evidence that the ADA-based, funding formula has

created incentives that weaken the quality of community college programs.

With income tied to attendance, the colleges.havehad_strong incentives to

emphasize,popular'courSes that are inexpensive to offer, and to refrain_ from

offering,advanced high - quality courses that do nc attract'large numbers of

students. COurse standards and instructional quality have also suffered As a

result of the emphasis on attracting large numbers of students to enroll

regardless of their level of preparation.. Wide Variations in student ability

,ill a Class -; and large classes -- greatly:complicate instruction &rid often

penalize the well e red students who a willing to do advanced' work.

There has also 'been little incentive to spend 'scarce resources on student

services (e.g. counseling -- see CRapters IV and V), equipment (see Chapter

VI), or maintetance, as opposed to the development of popular classes that can

attract additional enrollment.

This impact of A'DA -based funding is
espread:

For virtually all the

colleges ip our fieldwork sample, budget And student enrollment considerations'

were the primary factors taken into consideration when decisions were made

about whicll programs and Courses to emphasize.
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INSTABILITY OF STATE FUNDING POLICIES

Since 1973, the Legislature has pasSed ten major bills affecting the
-

.

funding of community colleges .in California. These bills have dealt with both

the provisions for allocating funds and the level of fuhding.

Ou; fieldwork confirmed a high level,- of frustration at the 'college and

ievelq 'due to these LIncertainties -in state financing; these findings

.wers.corrt;borated by our panelists.`ancr questionnaire respondents. The _

44

rtquenc unding formula changes, and the UnavaiieilLtylof information

about final app print qevels imW.l welrinto the school year, have made

long .temi, p.lanni di,f f cult end have dik.our.aged the -develo,pment of new or

innovative.p og a (that might not qualify for funding support

ATE SUP 1: itT

Table s. a pattern of decli4nes-ta.te and 'local support for' . I.

tent do4,1ars per ADA), oyei ttle..las-t decade. In
.- . -. ,,large , par this decgne 'has' teen th result of state policies designed -to

%,. ...
al '

6-bjeictives:. The eliMenaticin of some .courses considered tohave

coirtlfuni ty colleges ,(In con

achieve two

'low priori, v, -'for .s to fitriding and the.es.tabliehment of limits ts on the sita te,
s
%.

- . .
I

financial ob.liga.t oty.. Som0 slecline Jr}, overall, dtspprt should therefore not be
,,

2 'fOun'd th4 efjecis
1

pattern. P'Qo e .or

of Atlas decline' to vat widely, wi:th no discettiab e

more .th'e oilowing eftects was found at vi

.e ery camp.Os n oUr freldwork sample:

'
: ""-

5,
uction 1,n. the number -of,6osurses offered, beyond
a'ted'ii. +the state,v lsiiw ,priority;

. .1. * r `r

1'
ling. moS t'.- Ii6eiVily_ 'n part- time facul tY;54. 9.) .layof

those courses
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urtailment of student services such aswassessment and counseling, or

nability to develop desired new services (see also Chapter V);

Failure to replace aging equipment (see ChapteryI);

o.. Deferral of plant maintenance;

o Competition for resources among campus programs, accompanied by an
erosion of cooperative campus-wide planning;

o Intetonsifigd efforts to maintain and improve enrollment in order to
qualify for ADA support, focused on popular, low-cost cdtrses
(4iscuOed above).

INTER -DISI"RICTI.?PENFYING DIFFERENCES

As discusSed above, o of 'the state's community'collOge districts,

fall within ten percent of average district expenditures. One would normally

expect some differences in district spending zoer ADA, due to variations in

4

distrtct cOsfs. Current spending differences, however', are not for the most
.

.

part based on actual differences in costand needs, but (largely) on the
, .

0
.

Irfistorica/- accident of .ghat districts' were
4.
receiving in local re nue just'

4
,..

nor to Proposition 13. This has left some districts particularly

underfunded relative to their needs.

HOW FUNDS ARE' SPENT

Figures ITJ-1 and 111-2 show the dMtribution of community college General

Fund expenditures by object'categorys And prograM c4tegory
4

respectively 'in
- , 4

i
. %

1982-83. These figures reflect the fact that educationis a labor-intensive

industry, as salaries and heneits of classified and. certificated persOnnel

.account for nearly 80 percent of all district General Fund expenditures.
is*

p
18 B
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+IF

Interfund
Transfers

Capital
Outlay

Figure III-1

GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
BY OBJECT CATEGORY,

1982-83

Other
Operating Expenses

3.5%
Books and
Supplies

Employee
Benefits

%,,

Classified
Salaries

Source: California Community Colleges Board of Governors,
California Community College' Fiscal Data Abstract,
1982-83. Sacramento, CA: 1983.

39



Fidie 111-2

GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
BY PROGRAM CATEGORY,

1982-83

N. 48.8%
Instructional
-Activities

Interfund
Transfers

Capital
Outlay

Community Services,
Ancillary Services;

and Auxiliary Services

Source: California Community Colleges, Board of\Governors,
California Community College Fittal,Data Abstract,
1982-83. Sacramento, C, 1983.

OM'
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Ins tructioial activiti.es account for about one halt, of all expenditures. The

proportion of total expenditures accounted for by each of the object and

program categories has remained steady sitice l980-81 which is the first year

for which data are available in this form. 9/

Data from the National Ce-rtter for Education Statistics show that

California ranks seventeenthrImong states in the proportion of expenditures

alloca ted to instruction. 10/ Thus, while the overall magnitude of

California's' commitment to community college education is greater than that of,

almost all other, states (see Table III-1) the translation of that itment

to actual instruction is about average.

State data show that eutnditures by Ins truCtional program in 1982-83

ranged from .$702 to $2,445 per ADA, with an average expenditure for all

programs of $1,151 per.ADA: Of 23 programssurveyed, only 7. fall within 10

percemt >of this average; '6 are below and 10 are above.' Moreover

nstructional 'expenditures per 'ADA are more than 20 percent below average for

4 programs and-more thIn 20 percent above average for, 8 programs. 11/

-
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sugMARY-.
v.

This chapter has presented the following findings:

California spends more on community colleges, relative
.p

than almost any other state in the nation.

While state support of community. colleges

decade, this increase has not been enough

to its wealth,

has increased over the last

to fully offset the reduction

in local revenues brought about by Proposition 13, 'coupled with thi

effects of inflation..
c

r.

State support for community colleges.has declined, over the last ten

Years relative to support for K42 education. It has also decl ned

slightly relative- to support for CStl.

o The community colleges are funded on the basis of student class,

attejidance. This funding formulacreates incentives that have

An distortions in course and_ program planning, and a low

quality

es ulted

ing of course

'.The insinstability of state. fiffance decisions has made fiscal and" program

planning difficult:.ti
o The overall de4ine in itate'support has led to the elimination of many

courses .that .the state has no longer wanted to support, but has also

caused other, more kar-reaching reductions services.

State allocation formulas in the wake of Proposition 13, have helped to

perpetuate inter-district spending differences, that are not based on

actual differences in costs per student.

Compared to other stags, the proQortdon af. community cpliege.

t(-i'''-insiructiiin in California is ab6ut average.expend! tures allocaied
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0 There is wide variation in the cos is of different instructional

.14

programs.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III

One ADA is defined as 525 studentAmtact hours; a contact hour IA defined
as one student under the immediate supervision and control of a
certificated- instructor for one hour. Thus, one full-time student
attending classes fora full settBiter geneFates one ADA. The number of
student contact hours (and hence ADA) to be funded at each college is

jsedtimated.from a census, taken twice each semester' (usually the 4th and
12th weeks),.of the number tf.students enrolled and attending classes.

Calculated by diviii ig-total statewide expenditures by total:, statewide
-ADA. These figlires,exclude West Kern District,,whichhas local oil
revenues and receives no state support.

California Community Colleges, Board of,Govern2Tps, California Community

Colleges Fiscal Data Abstract "i`198,2 -83. Sacramentlo, CA: 1983.

The disparities in revenue per ADA are based upon total revenue, including
categorical aid. Because categorical aid is based upon some measure of
diftrict need, and not upon ADA, one would expect some variation in any
case in revenue allocated per ADA.

AAverage cost" was deemed to be the actual average expenditure per ADA,
and wasnotpased upon a prior estimate of "true" cost.

IP

Befosethe passage of AB dxx and the imposition of a mandatory uniform

1
stuident fee, coileges charged students a wide variety of user fees, which
produced income that was;-not subtracted from total district entitlements

ttn dein"' iningistate apportionments. AB lxx suspended these user fees.
) leoll6es hose income from suph fees in 1983-84 was greater than the

increase n theirlstate appoit4onments between 1983-84 and.. 1984 -85

suffered a net cut in revenue ein 1984 -85) under this rule; the AB lxx
district reimbursement provisions are aimed at easing the impact of these
cuts. In 1983-84, districts earned a total of appeoximatelY $20 illion

in user fees. Though the new student fee is expected to gen ate- ome $40
million more than,thts in 1984-85, the entire $68 million is deducted from

totalle district entitlements. For the most part, districts remain
obligated to provide the services for wh,ich the fees had been charged.

National Center for Education Statistics, Financial Statistics of Colleges
_.

andUniver7-ities. Washington, D.C.: 1981. Comparative data for 1979-80.

is the most recent available for public two-year colleges.

, -

Note weyer, that workload is not direct'
4.

enrol 'men t. Every enrolled student makes
raci ties,. student services (e.g., health
and ministration.inistration.

I 4 90
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The amolint shown for admin strative support in, Figure 111-2 includes money
expended for instructional support, instructional services, admissions and
records, counseling and guidance, other student services, maintenance and
operation of plant, planning and policymaking,..end general institutional
services.

10/ National Center for Statistic , Financial Statistics of College's

and Universities. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1981.

California Community Colleges, Board of Governors, California Community
Colleges Fiscal Data Abstract. Sacramento, CA: 1980-81 - 1982-83..

4,
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IV. TH5 STUDENT CONTEXT

INTRODUCTION

.Chapters V - VII of this report present study findings on, community

college transfer and vocational programs, To help put these findings4in

greater perspective, this chap ter first describes the student clients for

these programs. What kinds of students attend community colleges?- What

-changes have t4en place over the last decade or more in numbers of students

attending, and.. in student characteristics, attendance patterns, and goals?

This chap ter takes up these ques tions

STUDENT ENROLLMENT

When the California Master elan for Higher Education was itten in 1960,

there were nearly 300,000 students enrolled for credit in the community

colleges. In the 1960's, and through most of the 1970s, the colleg made

major efforts to expand their services and bring in new students. redit

enrollment doubled to some 600;000 in 1969, and doubled again to more than 1.2

million students in 1981. Table IV-1 shows these figures.

Both Qtotal and credit enrollment have declines 1981. 'This

decline has been variously attributed to the decline in the number,of high

school graduate6 t an improved state economy (meaning more people employed and

fewer in school); reductions in the number of courses offered, 'due to state

budget cuts; 3/ the .imposition (in 1984-85) of a new general student fee; and

47



Year

1960-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963-64
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67
1967-68
1968-69
1969-70
1970-71
1971-72
1972-73
1973-74
-1974-75
1975-76
1976-77
1977-78
1978-79
1979-80
1980-81
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84

TABLE IV-1

COMMUNITY COLLEGE ENROLLMENT
1960-1 - 1983-84

Credit
Enrollment

Total
Enrollmept

289,89,8

3\1305,20
36,20

368,008
411,338
459,400
487,458
521,695
568,147
602,917
651,997
694,790
710,893
851,311 1,009,307
958,530 41,136,478

1,101,548 x 1,284,824-.
1,074,658 1,255,678
1,115,874
1,046,128 -1;159,819
1,09.1,932 l 1,248,459
14294522
1,211,845 1,43O,711
1,164,195 1,354,949.
1,087,425 1,240 32

Source: Data'; rom California ComMunity Colleges, Office of, the Chancellor,
Analytical Studies Unit.

k
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the introduction of tougher screening procedures and academic standards. Th-e

relative importance of each Of these influences cannot be known without more

caref u/ study.
t, -

Where have all the,new students cane from?, Table IV-2 shows that over the

R

decade from 1973-74 to 1983-84, the proportion of total enrollment account 'd
gr.,..\

for by non-credit (adult education) 's" dents remained fairly constant,

averaging about 14 percent% 4/ Thus, more than four-fifths of the

enrollment has come, fr

ease in

tudent's who enroll for college credit. amble IV-3
.1

shows that over this ten- yeafperiod, thv proportion of credit students
-..

enrolled full-time declined sharply, with corresponding increases in the

proportion of part-time credit enrollment. 'These changes are illustrate4 in

Jerre' IV-1. Tables 1\i1 and IV -3 show that between 1973-74 and 1983-84 the

number of part-time credit students increased by 256,830, when s total credit

enrollment growth between those. two years was 236,114. The d fference, --

20,716 students was accounted for by the decline in full-time enrollment.

In other words, almost all, of2the increase intscommunity- college. enrollment

over the last decade has been the result of an increase sin the numbernumber`or pa

time credit students enrolled.

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Compared to students enrolled at the University of California or the

California State University, community college students stend_ to be older, more

ethnically diverse, more likely to b female, more likely to be enrolled part-

time, and more likely to come from Hies. whose income is below the state

median. 5
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TABLE .1V-2

Year

lo

TOTAL AND NON-CREDIT ENROLLMENT
197374 7 1983-84

Total Non-Credit Non-Credit enrollment
. Enrollment Enrollment as % of Total Enrollment

,

1973 -74 1,0 09 ,307 157,996 t 167.

1974-75 1,136,478 177,948 -. 16
1975-76 1,284,824 183,276 14

1976-77 1,255,678 181,020 14

1977 -78 1,321,739. 205,865 16

1978-:79 1,159,819 113' 691 10

1979 -80. 1,248,459 152;527 12
1980-81 1,348,068 218,546 411 16

1981 -82 u 1,4 30,71 1 x'18,866 15

1982 -83 1,354,949 . 190 754 ,14.

1'9 8 3- 8 4 1,240,532 153007 12 .

Source: Data from California Community Colleges, Office'df the Chancellor,'
Analytical Studies Unit.

.0

-

4'
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TABU 1V-3

FULL- AND P4T-TIME\CREDIT ENROLLMENT

Year

1973-74 - 1983-84

Full Time Part Time
% No. % No.

1973-74 35.9 305,621 64.1% 545,690
1974-75 33.8 . 323,983 66.2 6344141'
1975-76 34.0 374,526 66.0 727,022
1976-77 '30.6 328,845 , 69.4 745,8t3
1977-78 28.7 320,256 ' , 71.3 795,618
1978-79 27.2 284,547 72.8 761,581
1979 -80 26.0 284,942 74.0 810,990
1980-81 24.9 281,251 75.1w 848,271
1981-82 - 24.3 294,478 75.7 917,36?
L982-83

-- 26.1 303,854 . 73.9 860,341
1983-84 . 26.6 284,905 73.4 802,520

Source: California Postsecondary Education C
Sacramento, CA: 1974-1984.

11\ 6 0
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'Sourct: California Postsecondary Education Commission,
Student Data File. Sacramento, GA: 1973-74 1983-84..
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AGE AND EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS

Community college students are about 10 years older, on average, than the

lower division students at UC. and CSU, and this difference did not change much

over the five-year period from 1977-1981. 6/

Table IV-4 shows tha't full-time community college students in 1982 hadfan

age profile' similar to that of UC and CSU lower-division students: Three-
.,

fourths of the fullrtime student's were under 25 years of age. In contrast

older students accounted for more than half the, enrollment of those taking

fewer than six units (one. or two courses, and most of the non-credit

enrollment.

Most of these older, part-time students alSio work part-time while they
. ..\

attend schodl. Results from studies that have collected information on
...(

working students' show a fairly 'consistent' pattern: 7/

Year % of students working`Study
t

SLS 8/ 1978 69.5

FIELD 9/ 1984 80.0

While the studies
a.

it is nonetheless

employed different samples and are not strictly comparable,

clear that the great majority of community college students

both work and attend school.

,ETHNICITY AND GENDER

eData on the ethnic distribution of students in the three segments of
1

California higher education is often incomplete., or is reported in ways that

. are not comparable. Table IV-5 shows this distribution for two years in which

the data have been reported in a compa' able manner -1-1976 and 1982. The
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TABLE IV-4

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
STUDENT AGE DISTRIBUTION BY COURSE -CRE0iT LOAD

Course Credit Load"

Full-Tide 12 or more units

6-11;9 Units

Fewer than 6 units

Non-credit

Percent'of Total

Fall. 19 82

Age
nder 20 2024 25--29 3Cr+

3$ .8% 36.7% 11.7% 12.9%

19 C8 31.5 18.7 30.0

9.2 20.8 18.8 51.2

10.0 17.6 14.8 57..6

18:9, 26.9 16.7 37'.5

Source: California Postsecondary 'Education Commission, Student Data File.
Sacramento, CM Fall 1982.,

5 4
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Ethnic Group.

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian

Na tive
Americans

Table IV-5

PROPORTION OF EACH ETHNIC GROUP ENROLLED-
.

IN CI.IFORNIA PUBLIC. POSTSECON'DARY',INSTITUTIONS
1976 and 1982*

6 1982 Change

.1% 68.0% -7.1%

9.0 9.7 0.7

10.0 12.5 2.5

4.2 8.2 4.0

.7 1.7

CsU UC

1976 1982 Change 1976 1982 Change

77.3% 71.7% -5.6% 80.1% 74.6% -5.5%

6.8 6.5 -0.3 4.2 3.9 -0.3

7.4 9.2 1.8 5.4 6.2 0.8

7.2 10.8 3.6 9.7 14.8 5.1

1.3 1. 0.6 0.5 0.5 4.11.M11,

*The group shown in the Titble are counted by CPEC as 100% of th's reporting
base; dabs on "other" ethnic groups, non-resident aliens and "no-response"
are omittied. The latter category is relatively small for.bOth years at CCC

. and UC, but may be as 'high as 1,6% at CSU; data for that institution should
therefore 'be treated with caution.

Source: California Postsecondary .Education Commission, Director Report.
Sacramen to, March 19,84.
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table shows that the total proportion of minorities at all three' segments

increased .over this seven-year period, and, the increase was dominated by
v

growth in the percentage or Asian students. In both years, there was -a higher

proportion of °minority students at the community colleges than at either UC or.

CSU, except for Asian students. Lboking at the data for Black and Hispanic

students only, the table shows that their enrollment as a proportion, of all

students grew more rapidly at 'the community colleges bettiteen these., two years

than it did at either UC or CSU: ' Whereas in 1976 their combined percentage of

enrollment was 9.4, -percent grea ter a t the community colleges than a t UC, this

figure grew to 12.1 percent by'1982. At CSU, the 'Black and Hispanic student

proportion of enrollment in 1976. was 4.8 percent below their proportion of

community college enrollment; by 1982 this figure had to 6.5' pe'rcent

(though missing data f om CSU makes this c par 1 s re iable; see the

note accompanying Table IV-5). The proportion of Black anel Hispanic

ih the community colleges was more than twice their proportion UC

and about half-again as large as the roportion at CSU. 10/

students

in 1982,,

In 1980 -- the last,year for which' reliable data are, available --- the

unity colleges enrolled approximately 80 percent of all Bleak and Hispanic-

high school graduates, 53 percent of all Asian, and 73-qie cent of all white

graduates who went on to poitsecondary educational instittitions in .

California. 11/

Whereas by 1982 women ,were:

students most of this enrollM

t 55 ^perca.nt of a community college

part-time and 14 non-credit courses,

4

More than half of the full-time students were male, t women represented a

clear majority Some 60 'percedt -- of the students king' ,fewer than six

units or taking non-credit c6Urses. 12/

).
,5 6
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STUDENT GOALS

The two studies cited above also asked students why they were enrolled;

the study results are shown belo

Reasons for Enrollinz

Other
Study Year Transfer- Acquire or Upgrade' Vocational Skills Purpose

SLS 13/ 1978 37%

FIELD 14/ 1984 32.

.351.5%

50.0

27.5%

17.0

The increase in thi proportion of students 'interested in vocational skills

consistent with the findings of our fieldwork. At 27 of the-33 colleges we

visited, community college personnel reported a'significant increase in

,-)
tudent interest in vocational education and employment training. About one-

/

third of the colleges in otir sample also reported declining enrollments in
40

liberal arts and/or social science courses.

S
1114 INSTITUTIONAL''RESPONSES"

ATTEMPTS TO MAINTAIN OR INCREASE ENROLLMENT

The community colleges have attempted to halt or reverse the recent

decline in enrollments by encouraging more high school students to enroll

roviding improved screening, course plaqement counseling and tutoring

services, by-upgraUng existing programs pr developing new courses

(particularly to attract more vocational and "non- tional" students) and

y

by improving their public ttelations. The effects of these efforts are not yet

known.

57
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ASSESSMENT AND MUNSELING _

The majority of colleges ivrour sample mate use of some form of test tp

determine student mastery of or aptitude for. mathematics or English. At some

campuses, test results were used to determine in which English or mathematics

courses students could enroll. At other colleges, students were allowed to
41,

enroll in any course, regardless of test outcanes.

Although tests were most often. used for placement in mathematics 'and
q

o

English courses, a -few colleges in our sample used tests to determine

placement in other courses where mastery of the carric'uluni depends on the

student having a reasonable level of skill fn reading or mathefnatics. At

thoSe colleges, students who ihnted to enroll in n-a history course, for

example, -had to meet a minimum-scdre on the reading placement examination.

This pattern was the exception rather than the rule.

Several colleges in our sample did not use any tests. At some colleges',
.

the staff felt that they knew 'the students so well that tests were

unnecessary. And staff at several colleges felt that a placeme.nt examination

would intimidate and drive awaysome 'students who might otherwise enroll.

Counseling services were availqble on a Walk-in basis to all students

enrolled for credit; policies on mandatory ouhseling varied from campus. to
dot,

campus. -State regulations require f irst-time students who enroll for six

hours or more of credit to attend a counseling session; at some campuses this

requirement was met throligh a group orientation. Stude'ts on academic

probatiol are also required to see a counselor.

Only a few colleges in. our sample reported mandatory counseling that went

beyond the Board of Governors' requirements for new students and students on
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academic prolp tion. Some required s tudents to meet wi th .a counselor close to

graduation- nd/or required students to'have a counselor approve their programs -

on a yearly basis. 'Others used forth letters to encourage students to visit a

counselor at other' critical times during their careers (e:g. after they had

_completed 30 hours of coursework).

STUDENT STANDARDS

4

, The open-tioor policy at cremthunity colleges has come under attack in recent

years from.several quarters. Critics have charged that the colleges are

acconmodating too many students who are ill-equipped to handle college work,

and th'at adequate acade ic. standards have not been'gonsistently,applied to all

students. Partially in respornse to this critics stu, the Board of Governors in

1981 tnd 1983 put in place several policies to tighten aca4emic standards at

the community colleges.

A new 'statewide grading policy requires the issuance of a failthg ("IF")'I
grade to indicate unsatisfactory course performance and withholding of

credit.* Before ,the imposition of this policy', a number of collages did not
Ss-

fail any` studens.

In conjuction with the grading policy, the Board of Governors instituted a

policy that set an academic floor for students. The policy required that,

students maintain a grade point average of at least 2.0 (".C") or be placed on

academic probation. The Board also restricted the percentage of withdrawals,

incompletes, and elective non-credit units a student couldaccumulate during

the course of a semester requiring that. s tudents be placed on academid
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proba tion if they accumulated more than 5O percent of the

any of these categories.
.',

In 1983, the Board adopted a poliCy that students whose grade point
-

course units in

average fell below 1.7 5 over three consecutive .quarter must be dismissed.

This was a minimum standard; individual c.ampuies were allowed to impose more

s ringent regulations.

The effects of these toughefr-academiC standards have not tudted,

though many Lf our panelists and college respondents believe that'they have-
.

helped to Identify and weed out some students who,b.;mre not serious about (or

unable to handle) college-level:. o k.

This chapter, has

.Almost all of

i
SUMMARY

presented the follywinefindings:

tlie- susbstantial increase &n community college enrollient
moaver the last decade has been the result of an increase in the numb9r

o

of part-time students..

CommuriitY 'college students are older, on averages. than lower-division

students. at UC (n csu, but the age profile for full-time students is

similar to that of lower division students at UC and CSU.

Older.students account for more than half of those who enroll part-

and the great.rriajority of all students both work and attend

school.

o There was a 7 percent increase in minority students\at the community

colleges betwen 1976 and 1982, more than half of which -took place among

Asian students. Over this period, the proportion of Black and Hispanic

.44

6 0 .
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student enrollment grew more rapidly at the ccxnmunity colleges than at

eithrer UC or CSU. In 1982 their combined proportion of enrollment was

more than twice as great at the community colleges as at UC, and more

than halfagain as great as at CSU.

o About onethird of all students are interested in transferring to four
.

year institutions, though over the last several years the proportion of

Ttudents exprelssing interest in vocational `training has grown

substantially.

o Mos colleges require only a few student contacts with counselors. For

the most part, studentl must take the initiative in deciding that they

need, and then finding, appropriate assistance.

o Many colleges test, students in English and mathematics. Some use the

tes is to de term ine what English or mathematics courses a stuitent must

attend;. very few use the tests to determine whether students will be

'allowed to entoll in other courses re4uiring English or mathematicd

skills.

o Tougher academic standards have been in effect since 198
e

exist on the overall impact of these standards.

no data



NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

This expansion has been widely criticized as extending the chatter of the
community colleges beyond the intentions of the Master Plan, ,and
introducing a number of courses and programs for which public support was
not merited. The legislature mandated a reduction in personal growth and
avocational courses in 1981 and made an additional $30 million cut in .1982
(see Chapters II and III).

A further six percent decline is estimated for 1984-85. Although

statewide enrollment has been /declining, only about half of the campuses
we visited during the studs were experiencing declining enrollment.

3/ See Note' J1.
\

4/ If the drop 1978-79 .( the year Proposition 13 took effect) and 1979-80

are ignored, the average is 15 percent.

California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, "Student
PrOfile," Field Research Corporation Study. A report prepared for the
Board of Governors, California Community Colleges. Sacramento, CA:

October 1'984.-

6/ This is the last period for which reliable data are available. The

average age of UC lower division students is 'abgut 19, of CS3 students

about 20, of community college students about 30. (California
Postsecondary Education Commission,' information ,Digest, 1982. Sacramento,

CA: 1982, p. 98).

A third study (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 'Meeting the
Cost of Attending_ College, Sacramento, CA: t: April 1984) also found that

in 1982-83 75.5 percent of community college Students worked'. The
validity of this study's findings have been questioned on methological
grounds, in part because the study sample underrepresents large urban
colleges and ethnic minorities. These data are nevertheless consistent
with those of the other two studies cited below.

M. Stephen Sheldon, Statewide Longitudinal Study, 1978-1981, Final
Report. Sacramento, CA: California Community Colleges, Chancellor
Office; n.d.

California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, "Student

Profile," op: cit.

10/ These data are "snapshots" from two poiats'4n time; they do not provide a
complete understanding of this complex issue. The Office of the
Chancellor estimates that Black enrollment declined about 17. percent
betWeen fall 1983 and fall 1984.

62

.z_o7



11/ Percen a&eit compiled frau California Postsecondary Education Commission
data.

12/ California Postsecondary Education Commission, Student Data File.
Sacramento, CA: 1982.

13/ Sheldon, op. cit.

14/ California Community Filleges, Office of the Chancellor, '"Stitident
Profile." op. cit.! Since the Field survey sample included, students
enrolled in non-credit courses, the percentage of students reported as
interested in transfer may understate the extent of this interest among
students, enrolled in credit courses..
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V. THE TRANSFER MISSION

.INTRODUCTION

r

Overytime,one of the most-ippoAkint_iissionsof the 611dbunity colleges

`has-been the preparation of students to transfer to four -ye institutions of

Ahigher education. Recently, the community collegeS have been criticized in
-

some quarters, as not doing well enough in this area. Questions have been

raised about both the numbers of students who transfer and the quality of

their:preparlitton.-. .Is the -rate of. transfer to four-year institutions lbwer

than it should be? Are students well-prepared when they transfer? Are all.

students who wish to transfer served equally well by the community colleges?

This.thapter addresses_thtSe questions; thapters'VI and VII discus's community

colldge -vocatiOnal:education.and employment train44 program.

t

litRASSFER RATES

The number of community college students transferring to t.JC increased from

4,468 in 1969-7Q to A peak of 8,193 in 1973-74, tiler'. declined steadily to
,

1969-70 levels before beginning to rise Again.in 1982-83. Trailltsfers from

omMuhity colleges to CSU' also increased until 1972-73 when they peaked at

53,820 students, before declining to a 1981 -82 low of 45;283. 1/

Table .V -1 deplcts the rate of transfer to UC ancPCSU as a percentage of

total credit enrollment from 1969-70 through 1983-84. It shows that the rate

increased from 1969 -'70 through 1972-73 and declined steadily through 1981

82. The drop from a 1972-73 high of 8.6 perCent too4the 1981-82 low of 4.1

percent was a decline of more than 50 percent.
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Table -1

TRANSFERS TO UC AND CSU AS A PERCENTAGE OF
TOTAL CREDIT ENROLLMENT

1969 -70 - 1983-84

Year ,

Total Credit
Enrollment

Total
Transfers

'Total Transfers.

Ad a Percentage of
Total Credit
*rop.ment

1969-70'

1970-/1

1971-72'
1972-73

602,917
651,997
694,790
710,893

7-48,421

54,411

59,143
60,985.

8.0

8.3
8.5
8.6

1973-74 851,311 .59,528 7.0

1974-75 958,530 58,957 6.2

1975-76 1,101,548 60,919- 5.5

1976-77 1,074;658' 58,353 5:4

1977-78. 1,115,874 '57,551 .5.2

1978-79A 1,046,128 51,623 5.1

1979-80. 1,095,932 51;975 4.7

1980-81 1,129,522 52077, 4.6

1981-82 1,211,845 50,061 4.1

19824-83 1,164,195 .50,537 4.3

1983-84 1,087,425' 51,031 4.7

,80urCe:, California Postsecondary Education Commission Data.
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Recent studies have shown thatAost students who transfer have attended
,5-'

community colleges on a full-time" basis. 2/ Table V-2 -shows trapsfers to UC.-

. and CSU as a percetitage.of fullrtime Community college enrollment; these rates

are higher and more stable than the rates of transfer computed as a fr c io

of all credit enrollmetit.
;k

Taking this analysis one additional step;- Table V-3 shows transfer rates

as a proportion of high -school .graduates who entered community colleges two.

years earliet. These_trAtasfer rates are considerably higher trizin thope

derived from either of the two other measures, and are fairly stable over

time.-

a -TRANSFERS WHO DO NOT TRANSFER

. In Fall 1983, 6,527 Students frOm the community colleges were admitted -to

UC, btit only 5,305 students actually transferred-. Nineteen percent (1,222) f

those admitted chose not to attend the Upiversity. 3/

This group of students who were admitted to the University do not appear

in the statistics cited above.; thesIk statistics therefore understate the

number of studerits the community colleges prepare for transfer. 4/

TRANSFERS TO PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

It is estimated that in 1981-82, 4,313 students transferred from the

community colleges to private institutions. The estimate for x1982 -83 is 4,593

transfers; for 1983-84, the estimate is 4,800. Students transferring- to

A
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Table V -2

TRANSFERS TO UC,AND CSU AS A-PERCENTAGE OF
FULL-TIME ENROLLMENT

1973-74 -..1283 -84.

` .. .-

- Total .

-Transfer-a

r

C edit
nts

.Enroll0
Full-Time

Total
Full-Time
Credit

Enrollment
Total

Trahsfers

As % of
.Full-Time

Credit
Enrollment

1273-74 35.9 305,621
. ,
59 528'' %.:19.5r'

1974-75. 323,983 58,957 18.5

1975-76 34.0 374,526 60,919 16.3

1976-77 30.6 328.,845. .58;353. 17.7

1977-78 . 28.7: 320,256 57,551 187.0

1978-79, 27.2 284,547 53,623 18.8
079-80 26.0 284,942 5'1,975 18.2

1980 -81 - 24.9 281,251 52,077-.; 18.5

198182 24.3 294,478 3 0,061 17.0

1982-83 i16.1 503,854 ,50,537 16.6

1983-84 29'0,154 51,031 17.

400J0 4

Sourde: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data.
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Table V-3

TRANSFERS TO UC,, AND CSU AS A "PERCENTAGE OF HIGH/SCHOOL GRADUATES
'ENTERI% COMMUNITY COLLEGES TWO YEARS PREVIOUSLY .

Year

% of H.S.,
Giadua te.s to

-Cbmmuni ty
'College

1970-71 1983-84

Number of H.S.
Graduates to

Communi ty
College

Total Transfers
As a % of.

H.S. Graduates
"Entering

Total CC 2 Years
Trans fers Previously

3970-71
1971172

'46.0
45.6

129,358
128,9184;

OR WSW ON10,64.

1972-Y/3 41.8 122,043 60,985. 47.1
1973-74 119,046 59,528. 46.2
1974=.75 41.3 119,652 58,957 48.3
1975-76 43.1 .. 10-4688 60,919' 51.2
1976-77 120',702 58,353 48.8
1977-78 43.3 123,561 57,551 45;4..;
1978-,746 41.4 117,510,. 53,623 44.4 ,

1979-84--
1980-81

42.1
43.0 6 117,269

116,5.18'
51-4.975
52,077

-42.1
44.-3

.1981-82 42.1, 109,556 50,061 42.6.4
1982-83, 42.4 112,752 50,537 43.4.
1983-84 -* 51,031 46.6

A-Da to not available.

Source: California Postsecon Educa tion -Comm Ss Lod Data.



private institutions in 1983734 represented 8.6 percent of total community

college transfers.

DO ENOUGH STUDENTS TRANSFER?
v.

There are no independent criteria to suggest the most, desirable or

.appropriate level or rate of transfer. In this section, we look at the level
/- .

and rate of transfers' to UC and CSU ten years ago, and ask what degree of

transfer activity we might reasonably expect in light of Changes since then in

the numbers and charatteristics of community college students.
)

Chapter IV showed that communiEy,college enrollment growth over the .last

.

decade has mostly been due to in increase in the Amber of part7time students

enrolled.. Since the part-time student transfer rate is only.one-third that of

full-time students, 5/ the sharp decline in transfers as a percent of total

credit elirolimentlbee Tble V-1) is not surprising. Since the number of

full-time students enrolled has declined at the same time that part-time

enrollment'has increased (see Table V -2), the decline over this period in th

total number of transfers would also be expected.'

We find a siVilar pattern when n-we look at the dati in Table V-3. From

1970,-7 to 4982=-83 the proportion of high school graduates entering the

community Colleges remained fairly stable, so. their numbe'rs declined due to

the sharp decline over this period in the total number of high school

graduates. (See Figures 1.r-.1 and V-2). The decline in the number of high

. school graduates attending community college from 1970-71 to 1981-82 (15

percent) paralleled the decline in the number of students transferring to

four-year institutions from 1972-73 to 1983-84 (16 percent). 6/
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Figure V-1

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS GRADUATING
FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS,

1970 -1982'

1
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data
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Figure V-2

NUMBERS OF FIRST TIME
FRESHMEN FROM CALIFORN* HIGH SCHOOLS

ATTENDING COMMUNITY COLLEGES,
.

- 1970-1982
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data
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The numbers anil rates of transfers one might expect to see also depend to

some tent on the proportion of students who enter,UC and CSU directly from

high scho91. FigureV-3, shows the numbers of high school graduates who have

gone directly to UC and CSU; these numbers have been rising steadily. Riven

the sharp decline in the total number of high, school graduates over this

period/ (Figure V-1) the proportion..of high school graduates going directly to

UC or esu has gone up more rapidly than has their rate of enrollment at those

institutions. Over the same period, the proportion of high school graduates

attending community colleges has remained fairly stable (See Table V-3). This

pattern suggests that the proportion of UC- and CSU-eligible high school

,,graduat'es attending community colleges has been declining. Under these

circumstances (i.e. , fewer students at community colleges who are both capable

of and committed to transferring to four-year institutions), we might expect

to see a somewhat lower rate .of transfer over time, and transfer rates
4

,canputed as a percentage Of high school duates in `the community colleges

(Table V-3) or as a percentage of all fla time students (Table V-2) have in
V

fact declined slightly. 7/

Finally, what level of transfers might one expect in light of changes over

time in student goals? As discussed in Chapter IV, two recent studies that

provide information on student goals found that be twee 1978 and 1984 the

proportion of students expressing an interest in transfer declined slightly,

from about 37 percent irk the SLS sample to 32 percent in the Field study. 8/

At the same time, the proportion of students who expressed interest in

vocational courses rose sharply, grom 35.5 percent in the SLS to 50 percent in
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Figure V-3

FIRST TIME FRESHMEN FROM
CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS
ATTENDING UC AND CSU,

'1970-1982
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Source: California Postsondary Education Commission Data
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the Field study. The latter finding is consistent with the findings of our

fieldwork.

One possible interpretation of these findings is that many students remain

interested In completing a= four-year degree, but are increasingly prone

"cover their bets" by also obtaining some vocational dr technical

training. Evidence from our field visits indicates that some-of these

students continue with their vocational studies and decide to-seek early

employment rather than a college or university diploma.

Tell ht of these findings, one might expect to see the transfer rat

full-time students decline slightly, but remain generally stable. The data in

Tables V-2 ,and V-3 show that this is what has taken place.

In sum, looking back over the last decade, we-find that both tie number

and tate of communitcollege transfers are about what might be expected,

givett changes over this period in 1110 numbers and characteristics of community

college students. Expectations based solely on the hietoricalrecordo

however, may underestimate the potential number of ,students who could be

transferOng to fur year institutions. This issue is taken up below.

WRO TRANSFERS

As
)

shown in Chapter IV, community colleges enroll' a greater,proportion of

minorities than do either UC or CSU. 4En 1983 -84, minorities were 39 percent

of the population of the community colleges, but only 28 perceptof the

students who transferred to four-year institutions. 10/

In 1982 -83, Asians made up 7.3, percent of the full-time- enrollment at the

community colleges and comprised 11.1 percent of, the transfers to UC and 8.5
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( percent of the transfers to CSU. In that year, Blacks made up 8.6 percent of

full-time community college enrollment and Hispanics were 11.1 percent. Black

transfer rates in 1982 -83 were 3.8 percent and 5.9 percent to UC and CSU

respectively, and, comparable Hispanic transfer-rates were 8..3 and 9.

percent. 11/ 12/

gne way of looking at the ethnicity of comminity,coltege transfem.is to

examine ttie number of transfers by ethnic group as a percentage of the total

credit enrollment'of that ethnicigroup at the community colleges. Table V-4

presents these data for 1982-83. From our previous discussion, we know that

in'1982-83_16.6 percent of full-time community college students transfered to

UC or CSU (see Table. V- If transfers were evenly distributed across ethnic

groups, each.group would have a rate' similar to 16.6 percent. From Table V-4,

we can see that whites and Asians transferred at higher rates than did all

full-time students -- 20.2 percent and 19.9 percent respectively.. On the

other hand, and Hispanics transferred ai a lower rate than did all

full-time students -- 10.9 and 13.5 percent respectively.

11oughly equal proportions Of male and.female-students transfer from

community colleges to UC and CSU, and most-students who transfer are under 25

.years of age.
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Table V-4

ETHNIC GROUP TRANSFERS TO 'UC AND CSU
AS A PROPORTION OF FULLh.TIME ETHNIC ENROLLMENT AT OOMMINITi COLLEGES

. 1982-83

Percentaga
of Total

Credit Enrollment
(1)

Total Number
Enrolled
Full-time

(2.)

"
Total _NuMber
of Trans fern

(3)

2 of Each Group
t Transfers

(3/2)

Asian 7.3 22,181 4,429 t 19.9
`Black. , 8.6 26,14,1 '2,874 10.9
Hispanic 11.1 . 33,728 4,557 13.5
White 60.7 184,854 37,302 20.2

Total 87.7* 303,851 .50,537 16.6

*Table omits data for students identified as "other" and those identified as
"Non-resiclent Aliens" so column does not add to 1002.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission Data.
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PROGRESS OF TRANSFER =DENTS AT UC AND CSU,
AN

UNIVERSITY. OF CALIFORNIA R

Several recent studies provide data on the progress of Community college

transfer students at four-year institutions. A University of California ,task.-

force reporC'exPresUed concern about decline in both the number of s'iiudipnts.

transferring to Ud, and the proportion of. transfer students' who glomplqted

degrees in three peat's, and 'concluded that to&many community college transfer
141 .

students left UCVitn academic difficulty: 13/

The data presented in this UC report are susceptible to more neutral

interpretations than those made by the reportis authors, Looking at' cohort

'of students who became juniors in 1975 and following them until; 1978, the UC

task force fatind that among "native" studen* those who enter the Universtty

directly from high school), 74 percent who be"came juniors subsequently

graduated within three years. 'Among those transfer students who would have

been el ible_y attend the. University as freshmen, 71 percent graduated

,within three years of transferring; of those whO would not have been

University - eligible; .56 percent graduated within three years. 14/

Staff in the Office of the Chancellor looked at community college,

transfers who attended UC in 1982-83; they found that transfer students had

graduation rates and grade point averages ,similar 'to those of students

transferring to UC campuses from CSU and from other UC campuses. 15/

A recent ,study by the University of California 16/ compared the grade

point average (GPA` of community college transfers to those of native students

and transfers from other four-year institutions. The study shows that in

1982-83, the native student GPA was 2.96 and the GPA for transfers from other
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four-year institutions was 2.62, The first-year GPA for "high-school

eligib4" community college transfer students was 2.93; those who had not been

directlyeligible to attend UC divectly from high school had a GPA4of 2.67. Other

recigfit studies have yielded similar,

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ,

There is less statewide data-on the record cif'community college transfers

.at.CSU. The CSU Chancellor's Offiep Staff have cited data showiaig that for

the period 13-74 - 1980-81, native,,stAilents had a slightly higher graduation

dings. 17/

rate Chan community college transfers. 18/ ComFunity-college AbanCellor's

1 .

Office staff have found that transfer student grade point average in 1982

were about the same as those of native_ students and transfers frotn other

ins ti to tuns . 19 /

T:5

N. 14

f .

In sum, students Who were' originally eligible for UC or CSU have done

about as well Us native students, both in terms of performande in upper

division courses and in graduation ,rtes. As-one would predict, transfer

students who were not gli ible for UC or CSU fr'om high school did less well

than UC or CSU nativestbr 1.16,- or CSU-eligible transfers from community

collegeS,

ROOM. FOR IMPROVEMENT

We have seen that the number and rate.of community college transfers to-

four,-year institutions .s about what could be expectedl,ften taking into

a ,
. .

.

account various changes in the studetit population over the last decade.. And
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community college transfers seem to do almost as well as "native" stUde

UC and CSU. In other words, the community colleges appear in this area to be

'doing as well today as they have done in the past. Could they do better? Our

findings reveal a number of ongoing problems, and-room for improvement.

BLACK AND HISPANIC S'TUDENT TRANSFERS

As we have seen, the percentages of Black and Hispanic students who

transfer'are smaller than the proportion of those students enrolled at the

community colleges, though BlaCk and Hispanic students have, expressdd.Ets much

interest as have other ethnic groups in.transfeiring to fouryear

',ins titu tions . 20/'
1110.1.

Some community co e campuses and fouryear institutions h'ave recently

instituted special programs to increase the number if minority transfe;s, and .

there is some indication that such programs may be effective. 217
2

These recent efforts notwithstanding, the data show .that Black and

students continue to be underrepresented among transfers. Cutbacks

in counseli services (discussed below) have node it difficult for many
I

colleges t ddress this issue. Respondents at many campuses we-visited alio.

told us that minority students' financial needs often impel them to seek, early

employment and that existing financial aid programs do not always provide the

support needed to deal with this problem. In a few cases, we found that,

. college counselori or-Administrators seeing(' to believe that Tinority students
I.

would naturally gravitate toward vocationalieducation and employment training

,-rather than transfer studies. In these instances -- which were not widespread
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-4
the attitudes and expectations of college personnel 'nay have been a barrier

to effectiye programs to incr4ase minority student-transfer rates.

COUNSELING AND INFORMATION

The colleges in our sample reported using a wide variety of measures to

inform studeurts about transfer_ requirements. Most campuses proyided

iVotmation on transfer requirementd in their ,catalogs, but the amount and

clarity of this information varied widely. Other measures reported include:

o Using faculty acting as either formal, or (more typically) informal
advisors;

.o Making professional and peer counselors available;

o Providing short courses on the.tradsfer procesi

o Requiring students to obtain academic.coupseling.

Other than required counseling, these strategies assumed that students

would take he initiative in seeking counseling support and information. Some

colleges in our sample used a.series of reminder letters to encourage students

to 'seek counseling, but this was the, exception rather than the rule.

Most of the colleges we visited. were having trouble finding the resources

needed to support the level of counseling they felt was desirable; three-

fourths of the sites in our sample reported insufficient funds for more

student testing and follow -up. We found that many counseling staffs had been

cut back and workloads had increased in recent-years; three-fifths of the

campuses we vitsited cited inadequate counseling staff relative to the size of

their enrollment. Counseling and screening efforts have not haeihigh priority

1'

on most campuses, and they are still dot well supported financially. 22/
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COURSE STANDARDS

In attempting to offer the courses necessary to maintain a complete

transfer progtam, or to keep enrollments up in those courses, some -instructors

have had difficulty Maintaining course standards. One respondent reported

that: "The Ievel of classis,is slowly, deteriorating. Because so much
1

emphasis is placed on generating ADA, instructors allow students with lower

.academic ability to enroll." Another respondent pointee4out that "The ADA

drive prevents instructors from assigning the kind of work nikessary for

transfer, such as papers to write,'because students will flock to less

demanding instructors.- So there is a problem in maintaining the appropriate

standards for courses." These issues are discussed in more detail in Chapter

LII.

COORDINATION WITH UC AND CSU'

In order to make sure that students are able to transfer to UC or CSU

without unusual delays, community colleges and four-year institutions often

coordinate their efforts. The amount and type of coordtpation varies across

colleges; our fieldwork found four )uajor categories of coordination:

1. Articulation efforts to insure that courses at the community colleges

and lower-division courses at the four year institution(s) were comparable;

2. Coordinated counseling to insure that students who wanted `to transfer

had up-to-date and complete information;

3. Individualized assistance to Students wishing to transfer;

4. A combined approach, by_..1Tplemeating articulation agreements with the

held of counselors jointly employed by the community colleges and the 'four -

year institution.
p
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It is not, os s ible to determine from our data which of these strategies

worked best in support of the transfer function. And despite these efforts at

. coordination, some problems remain.

Community college staff were concerned that UC and CSU campUses, hada.of ten
_# -

changed their transfer requirements without coordinating the changes with ,the

community colleges. The changes in -requirements often meant that additional

courses had to be taken, further delaying the transfer process for many

s tudents.

Many colleges attempted to improve their transfer programs by acquiring

information on the progress of their transfer students at UC or CSU.

information has been: 1) reported `consistently only by larger, nearby UC and

CSU campuses; 23/ 2) reported difiEtently by cliffererdcampuses; and
(

3) sometimes reported too late to be useful. 1,1

A few of the campuses in our sample did their own follow-up studies' on

transfer students, but most relied on the four-ye4r institutions for this

information, since they have had to cut back or dismantle their own research

.e\\department&

SUMMARY

This Chapter has presented the `following findings:

o The decline in transfer rates over the last ten years _has' been'"

relatively modest for full -time, students and recent high school

gradua tes , who have tradi-tionally had the highes t propens ity to

transfer. In light of various changes in student characteristics over

the last decade, this decline is about what could have been expected.
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o The pxoportion of Black and Kipsanic students who transfer to UC and

CSU is about,half as great and two- thirds as great, respectively, as

the proportion of white or Asian students who transfer.

o Community college transfer students who had originally been eligible to.

.a ttend IX or CSU perform about as. well at those institutions as

students who entered them directly from high school. Transfer students

who had not originally been eligible to attend UC or CSU had somewhat

lower achievement.

o A number of problems at the community'colleges impede improvements ill

transfer education:

Relatively weak programs for providing special assistance to
minority students, who remain underrepresented in transfers- to
four-year ins ti to Lions;

Inadequate support for counseling and screening efforts; .

gm& Flit

Lowering of course standards in order to maintain or increase
enrollments: and

Uneven quality in processes for articulation and coordination with
four-year campuses.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER V'

Data are from the California Postsecondary Education Commission. Transfer
statistics are 'collected by the receiving institution (e.g. , UC and
CSU) . There are no data available on the number of student. transferring
asto ins ti to ion outside the s tote.

.California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, Transfer
Educa tion: California Community Colleges., Sacramento, CA: October
1984; Stephen-Sheldon,.State*id6 Longitudinal Study, 1978-1981, Final
Report. Sacramento, CA: California,Community Colleges, Office of the
Chancellor, n.d. The Statewide Longitudinal Study found that only 22
percent of the students who transferred by 1981 had attended community
colleges part-time.

Frank S. Baratta and Ed C. Apodaca, "A Profile of California Community
College Transfer Students at the University of California." Berkeley,
CA: Universiiy of California, Office of the President, September 1984.

CSU has not historically, collected syitemwide data on IXaasfets who do no
enroll. Beginning in Fall 084, CSU began to collect more data, on
transfers (including non-enrollees) . Data are not yet available.

5/ See note #2.

6/ The similarity in the decline in rates is in part a coincidence; hot, all
transfers are high school students who entered community college two years
previously. , However, the typical transfer student is a recent high _school
graduate, and changes in the :Ambers of high school graduates attending
community college would have a strong influence on the transfer rate.

The extent of this influence should not be Overstated: The increase over
the decade in the numbers of California high school students attending UC
or CSU directly is- unlikely to have come entirely from studenti who 7

otherwise would have attended community colleges. The percentage of
recent high se l graduates entering private postsecondary institutions
in California wined relatively stable _over the period from 1977 to
1982; data are not available on high school 'graduate's who entered public
and private out-of-state institutions. Economic circumstances may have
forced some students who might otherwise have attended, an oUt-of-state-
institution to remain in California and attend UC or dsu. At the same
time, st4iies conducted by .the California Postsecondary Education
Commission have also shown a substantial decrease between 1975 and 1983 in.,
the number of UC 'and CSU-eligible high school graduates attending the
community collegel.. (California Postsecondary Education Commission,
Director's Report. Sacramento, CA: April 1984.).

Sheldon, op. cit; Calfforrila Communiti.eollegs, Office of the, Chancellor,
Field Research Corporation Study, "Student Profile: Report prepared for
the Board of Governors, California Community Colleges." Sacramento; CA:
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October 1984. The Field study sample included non-credit students, who.

are leastlikely to transfer.

R/ See Chap,

Some studen
eventually
interest i
students i

rl

VI for a discussion of this student.,course-taking pattern.

s who do not express an-interest in transfer nevertheless

o on to four-year institutions; the recent increase_in
vocational courses may also mean that there are now 'fewer
this category.

California Community Colleges, Transfer Education -op. cit.

11/ California Postsecondary_Education Commission, 1983 Update of Community
College Statistics. Sacramento, CA: March 1984. Of necessity, these.
comparisons yield only an approximation of the relationship of transfer
rates to enrollment. In any given year, enrolled students are off, two
or more years, away from being able to transfer.

12/ Enrollment data by ethnicity for other years are not available in
comparable form. Reported data for other years assumes no bias in the
"unknown" category and distributes those students across ethnic groups..
Because of th magnitude of missing data on ethnicity of transfers,
particularly at CSU, enrollment data by ethnicity has not been converted
here to that form.

13/ Gerald R. Kissler, Chairman, Retention And Transfer: Undergraduate

Enrollment Study. Report of, the Task Group on Retention and Transfer.
Berkeley, CA: University of California, Office of the Academic Vice -
President, June 1980.

14/ Ibid., p. 22. The report does not say how many students were in each
cohort, so the relative importance of differences betfieen the two groups
is .difficult to assess.

15/ California Community Colleges, Transfer Education, op. cit.

16/ Frank S. Baratta and Ed C. Apodaca, dp. cit.

17/ Testimony of Kurt Laurisden, Chair, Community'College Counsel, and
Director, Student Learning-Center,,UC Berkeley, to CPEC Ad Hoc Committee
on Community College Transfer. (1984). In California Postsecondary
Education Commission, Views From the Field 'on Community College
Transfer. Sacramento, CA: August 1984.

18/ Office of the Chantellor, California State Universities, Those Who Stay:

Phase IV. Long leech, CA: 1983, p. 22.

19/ California CommUnity Colleges, Transfer Education, p.

20/ The percentages expressing interest in transfer were: American Indian and

Hispanic 31 percent, Non-Hispanic White 32 percent, Asian 33 percent, and
A
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slacks and Filipino 35 percent. (California Community, Colleges, Office of
the Chancellor, Field Research Corporation Study, op. cit.)

21 Califoriia Community Colleges, Transfer Education, op. cit., p. 25.

22/ These:priortties may change if the recently developed "matriculation

model," whi-Ch'call for substantial increases in counseling, is
implemented,

23 /'Respondents repOrted that nearby campuses of the fouryear institutions,

were more likely to provide feedback. Smaller,campuses and those distant
from' the community college provided information on a more sporadic,
basis. Feedback was more complete when community colleges made a greater
effort to obtain the information.

F
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VI. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ANU EMPLOYMENT TRAINING

INTRODUCTION

..Many ,different programs, large and small, offer a variety of education,

training, counseling, placeMent and other employment preparation services to

California citizens. At. least seventeen different programs,_for adults are

authorized, operated, funded or administered by the Stite. 1/

Only three of these programs serve the generpl public: camtianitycollege

vocational programs, adult education through the secondary schools- and

apprenticeship training. 2/ By any measure,.the community college programs

are significantly Larger than any other; the Chancellor's Office reported an.'

unduplicated annual headcount for. 1982-83 of approxiistely one million. 3/
k .?

The next largest program, adult vocational education through the secondary

chools, enrolled about 254,000 people in 1980-1981, while during 1981-82

t ere were 34,464 apprentices. 4/

The remaining programs provide some services for a wide variety of special

populations, such as peopleon welfare, displaced workers, and the

economically disadvantaged. Many of the people involved in these programs

receive only minimal services and are not :enrolled in training.

This chapter di vocational education and job training programs in

the community Colleges., and provides ,T.fef,overview of materials preseniedl

in Volume 3, Chapter VI, describing cooperative community college/business and

industry efforts.
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-COMMUNITY tOOLLEGE VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Community`colleges offer a wide variety of vocational programs

preseribed sets of courses that students must complete satisfactorily in order

to earn a certificate of achievement or associate degree. A recent_study has

identified 472 program titles', and the California Association-of Community

Colleges reports that thepAleges offer more than 5,200 separate

programs. 5/ An inspection of the catalogs from just the seven colleges in

Santa Clara County reveals that 356 classes in 185 different courses are ,

eFhere.in.the state,available; a similar _range of offerings is available el

though tlie programs offered by ,each college reflect i'ts local libor:,market and

economy.

Community colleges provide a wide range of support services for students,
/'

directed at helping them Make appropriate career clioic s perform successfully

'in their classei', and find they kinds of jobs for which they have trainli.

Little data are available on the quality or effectiveness of these support

services; many_ colleges have had to cut beck in this area since Proposition

13. Only 38 percent of the, vocational students questioned in the 1978 -

Statewide ,Longitudinal Study (SLS) reported using counseling services..

NUMBERS AND TYPES OF STUDENTS TAKING VOCATIONAL couRsEs

The SLS found that vocational students in 1978 -totaled 35.5 percent of the

6,490 students in the study sample. 7/ The majority of these' students did not

intend to complete a cevtificate or` degree prograt; vocational students were

seeking entry-level job skills (38 .(!ricent ) and up-grading of job skills (36

4 ,

percent) far more than program completion (16 percent). The remaining reasons
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for taking vocational courses were to change careers (9 percent) and to

maintain licensure (2 percent).. 8/.

The Field Research Corporation's 1984 survey of community, colleges

reported that 50 percent of the responflents described seekkng o'ccupational'

as their reason for attending 'college.

While it is impossible stq tell from the Field data how any studente
4

wanted to complete programs, 65 percent of all the ,respondents were part-ttme

students. At least 15 percent of these students already held. bachelors,O,r

advanced degrees.

As described In the Longitudinal Study and the Field research report,

then, vocational students are primarily adults seeking up-gradfng of their

current skills or 'entry into new jobs. A sub-category of the vocational

students are younger, Often full-time student. seeking access to employmnt.

FINANCIAL SUPPOIT FOR ,VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

,The Chancellor's Office estimates that $590 million was spent in 1982-83

on vocational education programs and services in the community colleges.

About $22 million was from the federal Vocational Education Act; the rest came'

from state and local sources. About 85 percent of this $568 million supported

ins tructional -programs. 9/

FtCILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

Since the passage of Proposition 13, facilities upkeep a?acf repair,

expenditures at most campuses have been minimal. In many cases, only

essential safety aria security maintenance has been funded.

91

134



A recent study has estimated that $60 million.a a two-year period is

-needed to bring instructional equipment in vocational programs up to

date. 107 Donationsl om industry have sustained some Vocational programs

that would otherwise have had to be Curtailed due to obsolete or unsafe

equipment.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

.Individual districts- and _colleges idefitOy 16cal training needs and

develop programs to meet those needs in a wide variety of ways, including

informaion fiom local employers and advisory committees, as well is from the

EDP and other state and local agencies.

New programs tend to be ded when industry input, student demand, and

facilities and equipment donations come together. Many colleges are able to

devel0 and pilot ,new progriMs by offering them first at an industry site or

through a job training program,. and then adding campUS facilities and

equipment is resources allow.

State Program Approva

Title V of the Administrative Code requires that each new program offered

by a community college, and each new course that is not part of an established

program, be submitted to the Chancellor for prior approval.,11/

The California Postsecondary Education Commission also reviews proposed

new programs. Its staff has 60 days in which to express its concurrence or

non-concurrence with the ,recommendation of the Chancellor's Office- to approve

a new program. It may also request additional information,
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The table below shows the number of all new programs (vocational and non-

vocational) approved from 1978-9 through 1981-4, and the number of programs.

Approved in Engineering and Related-Technologies and ,Computer and nformation,

Sciences combined, and in Business and Management. 12/

1978-9. 1979 -80 1980-1 1982 -3 1983-4

All programs

Engr/Computer.

Bus/Management

'60

14

8

57

15

9

62

,

15

12

63

7- 1

,16

, 1,O

0

No other program areas except apprenticeship had more than 6 new programs

approved in any one year. Health occupations was the next most frequent

category of new programs, with 25 approved over the six years eiIted.

The Chancellors' Office staff attribute the suddan_declind in the number

of new programs approved in the last two years...to "stringent financial

conditions and the growing maturity of _the educational programs of the

qommunity colleges." 13/

STAFFING

.Individuals qualify: for vocational #edentials through various

combinations of education and work experience in specific fields. Frequently,

tate credentialing requirement's make it difficult for the colleges to hire.

the most expert instructor available because his or her qualifications. do not

exactly match state rules. For example, a social scientist who is an expert

on organi ional communication may noi,teach a business communications class
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withdut obtaining a business instructor's credential. A person whose academic

degrees are ir mechahical engineering may not qualify to teach elecfronics,

t

even though he has several years of work experiehce in electrodics.

4

(17
instructors will teach for Many years with no further training; And a

number of organitations 4ad.the state legislature) believe that up-dating

instructors On teaching methods and changes in their fields is a major

issue. 14/

ns tructors wh8 are employed (or have recently been employed) in industry

frequently bring,state -oecthe -art knowledge to' college classrooms, labs and

shops. Ofte these are part-time instructors, who usually do not participate

.1

in curriculum development, department governance, student advising, text and

equipment selection, and other important activities.
Q

frequently do not receive'as much supervision aid ev uation as do full-time

t-time instructors

faculty; they usually do not haye office space or.Elerical Support; -and their

salaries acid benefits are generally:lower than'thAe of full-time
ituP

instructors. Approximately tree- fourths- of all.vocationdl education

instructors are part - time. 15/

In the _newer, more 'technical fields, o fte dworkers were told, good

faculty are ,ficult to find! and more difficult to keep, because the college

cannot match igh industry salaries. Salary levels depend' both, on advanced

academic degrees or coursework (which few vocational 'faculty have) and on

years, of-teaching-experience. While most districts give vocational faculty

some credit for employment eAperience (typicallyallowing.credit for one year

of teaching experience-for every two years, of job experience) vocational.

faculty who take time (e.g., a sabbatic year) to upgrade their skills by
47
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acquiring additional' practical work experience in their field rarely receive

any credit toward- salary advancement. %A libefal arts instructor, on the other
4

hand, who uses sabba tic or other time to earn additional,college,crdits or

another degree,-caamove up the salary scale accordingly.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Data on the. backgrounds of people administering vocational programs are

-

not readily available but at least some positions dedicated to the management

of oCcupational education hAve-been eliminated or combined with other

functions in the last few years. to some cases vocational programs have been

assigned to general managers such as Deans of Instruction. In other cases, as

they have retired or been re-assigned, vodational education managers have been

replaced by administrators with no industrial experience. or knowledge of

.Nocational programs.

With totable'exceptions, few community college leaders have any personal

background or 'work experience in any of the occupational careers `'in which

'their institutions train people.

On the whole, the Chancelldr's Office spiff has little vocational
I.

education background, and many members of the staff have little or no first-

hand experience of community colleges.

A detailed study of the administration of vocational education in the

Chancellor's Office was conducted in 1982 by a research team from the

University of California at Davis. 16/ The research team identified "the lack

of leadership in vocational educatibn in the Chancellor's Office" as a top

priority, blaming it for poor internal management practices, inappropriate
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utilization of human resources, and "what the field

unresponsive, implementation of vocational education

perceives as inefficient,.

services." 17/ A new

Director of Vocational Education has recently been appointed in the

Chancellor's Office.

Program Evaluation

0 ,

While extensive efforts have been made to evaluate occupational programs,

there remains much more'tolearn_ about thes programs. In particular,

objective, quantifiaple data are still comparatively rare. Most evaluations

have involved a self-study process, followed on occasion 1b "validation" by a

visiting team of experts. During our site visits, college personnel expressed

considerable frustration at this,' lack of hard data with which-to evaluate

vocational programs..

Sever2l experts have argued that community college vocational prOgrams are

not serving students or employers as'effectively.as they could, or as

effectively as private for-profit proprietlry schools and colleges, t8/

Others have argued that this criticism ignores the great variety of

community college students compared to the selective populations ,served by

proprietary schools. 19/ More thorough research is needed before he relative

merits of community college programs and other training,options for specific

kinds of'students can be assessed accurately.
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS,

In addition. to vocational education,' colleges around the state are

becoming increasingly involved in ETP, JTPA and contract instruction.

The Employment Training Paaal was established in January, 1983,-, and in

first 23 months, tihe Panel has committed up to 87.5 million dollars to train

up to 28,308 people who are unemployed or in dangef of being laid off. 20/

ETP is funded from unemployment insurances taxes, and is administered by a

seven-member panel appointed by the Governor and leaders of the state

legislature. 21/ No training is supported unless the employers who will hire

the trainees are -identified and consulted about the adequacy of the

I "I

training. 22/

The Jobs Training Partnership Act, in contrast to ETP, is administered by

Private Industry Councils, which were.established to insure local, private
4

industry involvement in establishing priorities for designing and delivering

training services. Information on_the_total scope of JTPA efforts is

difficult to obtain, because the JTPA Service Delivery Areas are. funded
9

directly by Washington. The Chancellor's Office reports that approximately

164.JTPA projects were operated in conjunction with community collages in

JTPA's first tw& years, training 20,009 participants-. 23/

1

Qollages that provide job training to ETP, JTPA or employers through

contracts have to make. many adjustments in their structures and procedures to

meet contract terms. Employers and job training agencies want short-term,

intensive, "handson" programs that will move participants into employment

immediately. Usually such p bgiams compete directly for staff, facilities and
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administrative support with the colleges most popular regular vocational

programs.-

Job training programs also frequently require customized curriculum

development, which few colleges ore ortanized and staffed to provide, and,aome

ETP/JTPA programs require the college to provide placement services.

"Performance-based contracts" require specified levels of completions and

placements before the college involved can collect the full value of the

contract.

Job training programs have been controversial at many colleges. Our field

interviews revealed that some instructors and administrators view them as a

threat to regular vocational programs or an inappropriate use ok limited

resources. The prog ams make a direct connection between income and "product"

-- people who are employable or who have acquired measurable new --

explicit in a way that is unfamiliar to most educators.

A-VARIETY OF OPTIONS

To suRmarize the many opportunities available to an individual through

most community colleges', consider the ways in which a person interested in

lelking electronics could become involved in courses and services at his or

her local college.

At least the following possibilities are available at almost e

in the state:

e college

As .a full-time day or evening student, taking a one-year certificate

or two-year degree program;

As a part-time day or evening student pursuing a certificate or
degree;
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As a student taking part or all of one or more courses, but not
interesteci in a degree or certificate;

-- As a full- or part-time, day or evening student in a transfer program,
taking supplemental courses;

-- As a student accep ted into- a special, short-term, intens ive program;

As an employee in a contract oclass, paid for by an employer company,
.at a company site (poasibly using college equipment on loan or trucked
VI periodically) or at a college site;

As a JTPA or ETP client, at a regional training center, or at a
company or college site, as above;

As a registered student'or drop-in visitor, using the career center
and vocational counseling services to explore electronics as a career.

Many or these choices can _overlap in specific classes-, and laboratories.

Students in the first fOur categories are likely to be sitting next to each

other, at least in beginning courses, and individuals, frequently move from one

,category to another.

The relationships between- the regular programs and job - training programs

can be quite domplex. The college's Curricula,, staff, and facilities for its
twar--.

regular certificate and degree courses are always the starting point for

special short-term training programs, however they are funded. Frequently,

existing curricula or parts of progra9s are .adapvted to meet the needs of

special populations. If a new curriculum has to be developed to meet.a

particular company or, program need, it id usually prepared at least in part by

the full-time instructors in the appropriate division, and approved both by

the Advisory Committee for its area and the college's regular curriculu

development committees.

At times these special programs help the college develop courses,. buy

equipment and hire staff thit can improve regular programs. At other times,
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there can be disruptive competition-between JTPA, ETP, contract instruction

and regular programs for limited facilities and staff.

COOPERATION BETWEEN COMMUNITY COLLEGES
AND BUpINESS, INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT

We- found many examples of programs in which business and industry and

community colleges are working closely 'together to prepare people for

employment and/or to upgrade workers skills. 'A representative cross-sec ion,
v

of these programs is described in Chapter VI, Volume .3 of this report.

I

The programs described include:

itegular vocational programs:

is A college advisory committee;

o A'community college district - medical center partnership;

o A special relationship between a college and a local company

supported in part by, company equipment donations.

2. Job training programs:

o An Employment Training Panel Center;.

A
An Occupational Training Institute;

o .A worksite training program;

o A contract instruction program.

A single-purpose cooperative organization:

41

o An Industry-Education Council composed of four major companies and

thirty colleges from fourteen districts, that has developed a

college curriculum keyed to industry needs.

4. Multi-purpose organizations:

A non-protit center, jointly sponsored by industry and community

college leaders, that acts as a clearinghouse for labor training

information and a brokerage for coordinated training efforts;
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o An Employment Training Forum organized by businesses, a state

agency, and community college districts to improve the match
between 'nommunity_college training and employer needs.

4

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL PARTNERSHIPS

What are the key ingredients of cooperative programs that both the

colleges and business and induitry regard as models of successful

collaboration? 1e programs we studied reveal a number of common features:

1. A clear need for,specific types of workers;

2. Support from the highest level of all organizations;

3. Careful comprehensive planning that included all participants;

4: Sustained efforts by all the Organizations and people involved.

SUMMARY

This Chapter has presented the following findings:.

o Community college programs are by far'therlarget source in California

4
of vocational and employment preparation.

o About half of all community college students'enroll primarily in

.1

vocational or' job training courses. Approximately two- thirds of these

students are enrolled part-time to learn or upgrade job' skills rather

than earn a certificate or degree, and at least 15 percent already

hold haOhelors or advanced degrees.

o Most colleges have spent relatively little on facilities. upkeep and

repair over the last seven years, and much vocational program

equipment is obsolete.

o State credentialing rules often make it difficult for colleges to hire

the best available vocational instructors.
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o Some instructors teach for years without keeping up with their fields

or improving_ their teaching skills; many others bring state-of-the-art

knowledge to the classroom,

o In newer, more technical fields,, good faculty are hard to find and

keep because the colleges cannel t mitch high induitry salaries.

With some excep tions , few canmunity college adminis tra tors have

experience in any of the occupations in which their campuses train

students. The Chancellor' s Off ice staff has little vocational

education background, and has been criticized by an independent study

for poor management of vocational services.

o Most evaluations of vocational programs involve "self-study;" there

are virtually no' objective data on program effiactivenetis.

o In addition to vocational, education, many colleges are

involved in programs that provide specific job. training:- These

programs compete with regular vocational programs for campu

resources, and are controversial at many collegee.,

o Successful joint community college-business. programs require: a clear

need for specific types of workers fligh-ieve.2.e college and business

support comprehensive" planning, and sustained effort.
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VII. EDUCATION FOR EMPLOYMENT OVER THE. NaT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS

David Sterna.

INTRODUCTION'

As Chapter VI described; community college programs are the largest source

of vocational and job training in California, and most students in these

programs are enrolle art-time to learn or upgrade job skills. Over the next

quarter-century, however, a growing demand for workers with a high level of

general competence is likely-to'conflict with the desires of many students to

be trained quicicly in specific skills This chapter.describes the kinds of

skills and knowledge that 'are-likely to be revkired,of'workers in the future,

and discusses' the implications _of- these requireMents for vocational education

programs.

THE NEED FOR, ;FAST LEARNERS

Workers must keep learning fOr two. main reasons: 'Every job presents new

problems, and workers move from'one job to another. Even` in the Absence o

technological change, shifts in market conditions help some companies grow

, while others go out of budinesi, arid Workers often change jobs in order to

obtain higher, pay.. or better working ccinditions.: -Technological change adds

, 's

more novelty to existing jobs, and' speeds the process of job destruttion and

creation.

One of the clearest statements of what workers will need to know 4n the

next five decades was written by the Panel on Secondary Schaal Education for

the Changing Workplace, convened by the National Academy of Sciences to

desttibe the kind of competence employers will want high school graduates to

possess.
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The panel found:

The major asset required by employers of high school graduates

... is the ability to learn and to adapt to changes in the
workplace. The continual evolution of work functions will
require that workers master ttew knowledge and new skills
throughout their working lives. The ability to learn will be
the essential hallmark of the successful employee. 1/

To provide the bass* for cg.nied.learning and adaptability, the panel

listed ten "core competencies ", that high school gradates should possess: 2/

Command of the English language

Reasoning and problem solving

ti-e4ding

o Writing

o .Computation

o Fitu grounding in science and technology

o Oral communication

o Interpersonal relationships

o Social and economic studies

o Personal work habits and attitudes

The importance of workers' ability to keep learning, and the necessity of

broad, theoretical understanding as a basis for that continued learning, has

been recognized by labor uniOns as well as employers. 'In a 1983 strike of

telephone workers, for example, the Communications Workers of Ameri (CWA) ,

won a set of provisions to protect workers against loss oaemployment due, to

o ganizational and technological change. One important clause provides

training th)t is "generic in nature as opposed to job specific." 3/
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NFLUENCE OF "HIGH TECENOLCGY"

In 1981 and 1982, when he U.S. economy was entering its second recession

..withtn a decade, it,was hoped that just Its manufkcturing had cane std, dominate

agriculture in the first industrial revolution, now manufacturing itself was
.

giving way- to a post-industrial or informs tiOn" based, economy,' in which

technologyand training would' absorb surplus labot. In 1982, the California

Commission on Industrial Innovation stated:

It has become clear in recent months that today's economic
problems are not merely cyclical in nature, but reveal
structural 'problems in our economy... ,Ikt is clear that unless
America invests in new technologies ,- research and development,
and education, we may be forced to pay the price in -continued
declines in productivity, slow growth, and high .unemployment
for years to come. 4/

However, what appeared to be "clear" in the 1982 recession became less

self-evident on second thought. 5/ 6/ First, ,standard projections of

employment by occupation show that most new- jobs in the next decade. will not

be created in "high-tech" occupations. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor,

Statistics (BLS) the forty occupations estimated to have the largest numbers,"

of new jobs between. 1982 and 1995 aunt for 49.6 percent of the total

projected groiith its employment. 7/ At the top of the list are clerical and

service, occupations that are not the creation of any new technology, and that

have not traditionally required education beyond high school., 4

These forty occupations o\rerlap very little with the list of occupations

that are projected to grow at the fastest rate. 8/ This 'latter set does0444/4 abimm

contain more technical occupations, including several associated with the

development-ancLuge of computers and electronics. However, the fastest-
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growing ,occupations are relatively, small to begin with, so they do not

kcoiltribure 1.--7-2uch to total growth.

In California, too, most new jobs are not high-tech. In 1980, the
gdistribution of employment among major oecupatiional categories in California

if

was similar to the national distribution, and ode Rations expected to provide ---

'the most job openings in bali"fornia from. 080 to 1985 are"--ttke those
b

'occup#tions projected by the BLS to add the most jobs 'nationally from 1982 to

1995. 9/ Clerical and 'service occupations predotitinate in both cases, and none

of the California occupations aw, cieated by high technolo

in

In 1983 Business Week commissioned Data.Resour%ces, Inc. td forecast

high-tech industries, and found: _

the number of high-tecila...40bs created over the next decade' will
be less than half of the two million jobs lost in
manufacturing in the past thrie years. 10/

grbwth

p

A 1983 report by the AFL-CIO on The Future of Work concurred, "There won't be
,

H4rts" , enough 'high tech' jobs. tb reple the jobs lost in declit ng industries. 11/,
, .

While' there is widespread agreement that only a fraction of new jobs will
.., .,,

\i,

.1:".' -b. 1 .'4,. , be in occupations that are clearly identified with new technologies, there isig,..,. '.' ''-' .

4.

.0...9plagreement bout hokt,tachnological change is influencing

6: `,
:

the skills

.wOrkers. The debate raises three questions: Do the occupations

teChnological change require more skill than the jobs

f
impact ,of new techNlogy,on existing

requirements? And, within the fa
!'e--

t!

"Lror'the.newtechnologie,

I

k

i

other industries?
;

it eliminates?

jobs increase or decrease skill

owing industries that produce hardware

TequIred

created by

,Does the

do workers require more skill or knowledge than in
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Henry Levin and Rtissell 4umberger of Stanford University have challenged

the conventional view that high-tech occupations` such as computer programmer.

And systems analyst requirire skills thah declining occupations like

Armiter and off iee machine operator. 12/ 13/ They point out that Computer

programm ng has betame, more

current e;a)aplit Of A.0"desil

routinized, and UT argue that.this.ip Only one'

ling" process through which emoloyers seek
r

:

continnialoriducelaborcostsandincrease ma 'control. In gen%ral
,--- _ ,

.

.they assert that tie at of new
.

technology ultimately reduces skill

- requiremenes in the workplace, except for a few top Sobs. This challenge to-,

14Pb
, ,

t

, :, b. 1
,

the copventiiQnal view,has not yet been tested, and the impact of new'

technology on ,skill requirements it existing jobs is also unknown.
.o.

. .
.

,
,N

, # i
However, both the rJplacement of old ocCupations b new ones and the.

installation of new technology in existing jobs require people,to

P
0 Even if the -new rouLestere rid more demandikig than the old ones,

differeni741Thisls why thirNAS panel decided "learning to learn"
:

important. All workers will Have to know how 36 change.

Finally, there is evidence that more highly skilled workers are employed

change.

they are

will be, so

in making the high-tech hardware to which everyone else will have to adapt:

computers, communication,equipment, electronic components, and instruments.

4
California's high-tech manufacturing industries, and computer manufacturing in

.

partkular, employ a substantialigh-elrproporiion of

technical workers than do. other industries. 14/

professional and

In California nufacturing high-tech equipment computers and

instruments) occupied only-4.2 percent of the state's wor rs in 1981 so

again the quantitative impact on employment was small. RutBut this fraction

109

52



projected to grow to 4.9 percent in 1991. 15/ The state's share of national

employment in this sector is projected to grow from 22.6 percent in 1981 to

241.4 percent in 1991 - much higher than its 10.8 percent share of all

employment'in 1980.' Though small, the high-tech manufacturing sector in

California is relatively fast- growing. Since it does employ more highly _

skilled worker's, the influence .of this growth will be to raise ski101,

requirements for workers in California.

.1.11 sum, most jobs in the foreseeable future will not be in high-tech

.occupations or. industries. Nor will most newly created jobs. But the

manufacture of high-tech equipment does require more workers-with high levels

of skills' And the diffusion of that equipment throughout the economy will

require,that all workers learn new 'skills and procedures.

"SOCIOTECHNICAL" WORKPLACES
0

The most.thorough analysis of work and learning in high -tech workplaces

has recently been made by Larry Hirsthhorn. Contrary to common notions and

4ome previous research, Hirschhorn explains why .no production process can

entirely automated. "Robots can't run factories". 16/ He describes the

historical development of cybernetic technology', which uses low-energy sensors

and electronics to automate production. In such'automated proCesses, human

hands do not manipulate materials, but human senses and intelligence are

needed to pay attention and intervene when things go wrong

Things do o wrong. Moreover, they go wrong in unanticipated ways.

1irschhorn uses the -near meltdown of the nuclear reactor _at Three Mile Island

in 1979 as a detailed example of what he calls "second -order failure." The
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errors engineers anticipate are firs t-order cybernetic controls can deal with

these. But if the failure is of an unantic ted or. second-of"cl kind-i-the

automatic sensors and controls themselves 'malfunction. Operators then

have to improvise. Three Mile Islam s one notorious example. An ther, more

recent and tragic, was the release of methyl isocyanate from the Union Carbide

plant in Bhopal, India, in 1984.

Second-order failures are not unusual -- though, fortunately, most are not

so tragic or dangerous that 'they become public news. Hirschhorn argues that

such failures are, An fact, ihevitable, and when they occur, Recite have to

learn. .Since failure is sometimes, dangerous and always costly, they have to

learn fas t. But these technologies also require people to keep learning even

when systems do not actually break down. Operators have to keep tuning the

system to keep it operating-efficiently, for running a plant at less than

capacity -is also costly. Unlike the assembly line,however,,what constrains

the pace of continuous-process production is not how fast workers move, but

how fast they learn. Learning becomes an integral part of work..

EMP.LOYEE INVOLVEMENT

One characteristic of employment in some :high tech manufacturing concerns

is that workers are actively involved in solving problems. According to

Reich,

Flexible systems can adapt quickly only if information is
widely shared and diffused within them. There is no .hierarchy
to problem solvEtigSolutions may came from anyone,
anywhere. In flexible-system enterprises-nearly everyone in
the production process is responsible for recognizing problems
and finding solutions. 17/
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Flexibility and employee involvement are easier to-achieve in workplaces

that are relatively small. There is evidence that, in fact, U.S.

manufacturers are reducing average plant size. Business Week resorted. that

the average plant built before 1970 4nd still operating in 1979 employed 644

people, ccMpared to 241 people in the average plant opened between- 1970. and

1979. Business Week estimates-that the average-plant opening in the 19801s

will employ 210 people. Smaller factories enable hourly employees to become

"part of the .flow. of ideas," have:"an impact on day-to-day operations," and

feel "a sense of ownership. 18/

Employee involvement is not limited to small eS tablishments. In Fremontf!we

California, at the New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. (NUMMI) automobile

.plant (a joint venture of General Motor and Toyota), assembly linemorkirs

will operate in small groups that "divide up the. task as they see fit". 19/

Selection and orientation of workers emphaaizes,group participation in problem

solving. Workers have already been. involved in designing their own.production

areas.

Employee involvement is also becoming a more common practice in one form

or another at many other companies, not only in manufacturing, but also in

finance, trade, government, and other parts of the service sector. 20/

As more firms discover the benefits of employee involvement, others w

follow, so the trend is likely to continue. It will contribute to the

increasing demand for employees whO can learn new skills, work with other

people, and conceive new ideas.

a
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. GENERAL EDUCATION VERSUS SPECIFIC TRAINING

Production and diffusion of hightech equipment, flexiblesystem

manufacturing and employee involvement all 'increase the demand for workers who

can learn fast. They need the "core competencies" listed by the NAS panel,

and more. As Marc Tucker "put it they must be

broadly enough educated to move easily from challenge to
challenge; from one area of expertise to another. We need a
labor force that is creative, knowledgeable, and flexible. 21/

However, there .is a strong temptatiOn to focus vocational education and

training oil narrow specialties and even particular jobs that happen to be, open

at the time -- instead of building the general skills, k.owledge and

competence required for continued learning. As chapter VI discussed, the

Federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and the California Employment

Training Panel (ETP) currently place major emphasis on achieving high job

-placement rates for trainees. Vocational programs in schools and colleges are

also providing morel "customized" training -- tailored to employers' particular

specifications -- in an effort to increase placer ent rates.

The temptation to focus ,on specific'training for particular job openings

is strong because it seems to make Such good sense. As-Norton Grubb puts it

specific training apparently offers something for everyone: employers looking

for trained workers, stildentt looking for jobs, and schools looking for

students. 22/ 23/

If training becomes too specific, howeverl.i,t fails, to provide the general

skills required for continued learning. That is why, the NAS .panel warned

against spending e6citTludh time (in high school) teaching "specific vocational

Akills." fally desirable," these skills cannot "substitute for the
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core competencies." 24/ The danger is that traineeletckgeneral skills
t

will not be able to keep learning. Unable to improvise or innovate, they may

not be fully productive or win, promotions. If their jobs change or disappear,

they may find themselves looking for . ork

Many students feel they must run these riaks... Young students often want a
-% _quick ticket to a speCific job. They resist spending time on readiatg,

writing, and speaking; mathematicse,physical science, and citizenship; and

'developing ggsneral competence in teamwork and problem-solving. Older students

returning to school In order to'update skills needed in their current-jobs, or
- .

train for new kinds,-of_ work, are also likely, to be impatient. With_only Part

of their working lives ahead of them, they will want to accumulate funds for

retirement. Many wiil have mortgages to. pay and families t9 support. They

will want to miniinize the time spent in mid-carder training. 2/` 26/IMt

Specific or-customized training aims to fill particular job openings,

S

a

These programs provide a convenient mechanism for employers to find workers,:,f 4
..

-
eds the cost of the programsbut Ihether the actual gain in total output exc

is not known. 27/ Moreover, even if training programs achieve higp-pLatement
MINIMS!

rates-,' it is entirely possible that they have no effect on the composition of

workers in different occupations, or the unemployment rate of any gtoup or of

the whole labor force. They could simply place some individuals in jobs with

the result thiat other ipdividuals became or remain unemployed. The 'total

Cnumber of people unemployed, and total output, may not change.
O

Employment preparation that focuses solely on specific job skills and

shortterm placement does not Wild the kind of &eneraompetencies described

by the NAS panel and pthers. Yet there is considerable evidence that such
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canpetencies are necessary for continued learning on the job and for continued

productivity as conditions change.' Individuals who receive this kind of

education may not always' find jobs as quickly as will graduates from

customized training programs, but once they find jobs they are less likely to
ti

become unemployed and to need more publicly supported training later.

II recent study for the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching

)1? 4 4
has found that American corporations spend a grAit deal of their own money to

provide general education for their employees CorporatiOns were estimated to

130 spending about $40 billion a year -- not. counting employees' salaries -- to

educate heix workers. The study found that "a-key reason corporations are

spendilso much-... is that traditional schools ... too often produced

workers lacking basic communication and problem-solving skills." 28/

ir.

SUMMARY

This chapter has presented the following findings:

o Workers in the future will needy to have a high level of general

competence, including the ability to learn, to solve problems, and to

adapt to Changing working conditions.
4

o Most jobs in ,the future will not be in high-tech occupations, but

those that are will require new skills, as will, the diffusion of high-

tech equipment throughout the economy.

o The maintenance o ,automated manufacturing processes will require

workers who are able to learn continuous in order to cope .with

potentially costly or dangerous unexpected failures of automatic

machinery.-
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o Growing employee involvement in decisionmaking will increase the

demand for employees who can learn new skills, work with_ other people,.

and conceive new ideas.

o Itch of the current publicly supported of fort in viocational.programs

focuses on.specific vocational skills or training tailored. to

particular jobs. These , programs usually faAl to build the general

competencies that Will be required for job security and advancement in

the future.
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VIII. REMEDIAL EDUCATION

NTRODUCTION

There 'is little systems c knowledge about the outcomes of remedial

'education in California's come ity colleges; statewide data are for the most

part either incomplete or non

remedial education is neverthele possible, and this chapter ^uses available

Some description and assessment of

state sources, supplemented by ogr\fie dwork,and interviews, to review these

.prOgrams. How is remedial education d fined-, and what is its focus?. Who

provides reiedial services to adults,:o her than the community colleges? How

many students need and take advantage of remedial assistance, and what are the

characteristics of 'these students? What kinds` of remedial services are

provided, and how effective are they? These questions are taken up below.

FOCUS OF MEDIAL EDUCATION

Remediar courses have been provided for many years by public and private

four-year colleges and universities, and by junior and community college's, in

California and throughout the nation. In the context of the community

-"colleges "remedial education" refers to the process of preparing students ,for

/lege- el-woTk. The basic process includes skill development in the

academic areas of reading, writi and mathematicsio a broader approach also

includes work in "support" areas such a

taking, time management, and the development of academic self- coni.dence.

While there is some agreement on the function of remedial activities,

there ig disagreement within th national postseconda;community on the

ady skills, note-taking, test-

definition of "college-level with individual public and private
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colleges using different standards to define their skill level requirements

for entering freshman. In California, the UC and CSU systems have each

developed standardized skill requirements,:linkedto procedures for assessing

the writing and mathematics skills of entering freshin. The community

college system does not have such armadardized entry assessment-system.

Wide variation among the community colleges in the definition of "College,-

level" work is accompanied by equally great variation in the definition of 411

what constitutes a remedial course. For example, spelling and basic

arithmetic are clearly 'not considered college-level work: but geometry,

elememtary algebra, and certain levels of composition classes are considered

remedial by, same colleges and college-level by others.. Thus, current

definitions of remedial work in the community colleges embrate a wide range of

skill levels: in writing, from. courses that focus on elementary grammar anii

spelling, to courses immediately below the technical and analytical skills -

tow*

required for English 1A (the UC beginning composition course); in mathematics,

courses in arithmetic, introductory algebra, geometry, intermediate algebra,

or trigo ometry; in reading, courses that focus, on reading skills below the
as

13th or /12th grade level; in English as a .Second 'Language (ESL) programs,

courses that focus on elementary or intermediate speaking, writing, or reading

skill (though there is resistance to classifying ESL as "remedial" since it
St

can be argued that the non-native student is learning new skills and not

relearning skills or-oVercoming deficiencies
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Dif ferences in the skill levels defined as remedial and college-level in

the comintmity colleges are the result :of several influences:

(1.
High school gradpation requirements haVe changed over the
last twenty years, and IA' is no longer possaible to aarturite
)that, a' high isChOoldiploma :can be equa ted 'with a certain
level of reading, writing, And mathematics skills.

o ComMunity college' personnel are of ten reludtant to `label
/students or courses as "remedial" becanst of the negative,
def icient image of ten suggested by the term.

o ire has beensorme concern that classifying, courses as
remedial could isolate those courses into a special
'category that would be vulnefable tobudget tedUctions.

o Individual colleges develop ,programs and courses at the
loca level, and the defiriitibn of remedial work 'can vary,
eve among tndividual colleges within a multicvampus
.dis c t.

In filial there is widespread disagreement among the" .commun ty colleges :as,

to the appropriate definition and scbpe of remedial work.

REMEDIAL EDUCATION PROVIDERS

Remedial education for adults is provided in California both by cc maluntty

collet% 'and by the K-12 adult- education systeM. 1/ loth.,community colleges.

and K-1 .p,chool districts can reteiVe' approval to'offer noncredit classes in

ten instructional areasi of, these, only basic skills and ESL classes can be

treated as remedial:Uri' the sense of preparing students for c6llege,=level

work).
4.

Responsibility for providing noncredit adult education tn4 rest.

exclusiyely with a community college district nor with a high school or K-12
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district, or it may, be Shared by a local high school or K-12 district and a

community college district.
s

Noncredit instruction in Spring 1984 represented about 8 percent of the

total instructional workload ,of ithe community college system, and' about 12
4

per,cent of total. college enrollments. J There are-no data showing what

proportion of those noncredit enrollments was in basic skills and ESL aas.
.

.
.

Funding for K-12 adult educa tieduce tion programs was. reduced-signaicantly

following the passage of:Proposition 13 in 1978, and state-impose(limitations

on enrollRent growth 'have been in effect since 1980. 3/ Because of this'

growth limitation, many basic skills and ESL classes have long waitinglists,

and in the last fogr years nany.adult schools have had to turn away

.students, or hive over - enrolled students in available sections. 4/

COWERATION AMONG PROVIDERS-
, o

UC and CSU campuses often refer students.to local cornmuni ty colleges fOr

pre - admission courses, or courses that can be taken concurrently wish'

university enrollment, to build writing and mathematics skills up to

university requirements.

. .

Many community colleges and K-12 adult*Schools have developed Agreements.

in which the responsibility for certain . cou1 es (el. ESL) or levels of

courses (e.g. below Or above a certain grade level) Ilas.been delegated either

I

to the .local college or to the adult school' program.. The enrollment' cap on

the growth of adult school programs has probably led to an increase in the

number of students that adult.schools refer to community-colleges for remedial

assistance, particularly in ESL, but no data have been collected in this area. .
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The governing board of the CSU system has recently approved a resolution

that would significantly decease remedial activities iu English and

mathematics on CSU campuses, 5/ and the referral and concurrent enrollment

agreements currently in effect between CSU and local community colleges could

become closer and more forMalized. Increased remedial activity in the K -12
J/-

adult schools would require a substantial investment of new funds beyond those,

,hat have accompanied educational reforms at the.elementaiy and secondary

levels.

SCOPE OF "COMMUNITY COLLEGE PROGRAMS

Virtually every community college in, California now offers remedial
if).

.courses and services to students who dare not ready for college-level work.

The 1979 report of the Community College Basic Skills Commission noted that 98

percent of California's community collegeS offered remedial reading courses
T

for students whose skills were between the 7th. and

f the 33 colleges in our fieldwork sample offered

NEED FOR REMEDIAL SERVICES

11th grade levels. 6/ Each

remedial progiams. 7/

t
On the basis of available ta', it would appear that.at least 60 percent

the comm2(ty college atuden s soh° enroll for six or more units per term

are not ready for college-level work IRat least one,, and probably several

academic areas. A 1980-81 survey of reading scores conducted by the

4

California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) and responded to by

unity colleges' indicated that 15 percent of the students tested read
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below 6th grade level; nearly 33 percent read in the 6th to 9th grade range;

about 25 percent scored at the 10th and irth grades; and 27 percent read at or-

above the 12th grade level. 8/ Data collected from colleges in the Learning

Assessment, Retention Consortium (LARC) in 1983 show that in 22 out of 37
0

college's over 50 percent of the students tested needed remedial assistance in

readihg. 9/

The evidence from or site interviews at 33 campuses saggests that these

genetal findings conceal significant variation among colleges serving

differentkinds.of communities, and that ,the remedial needs of some Students

Particularly those in large urban colleges, -- are significantly greater

than average. 0/

SIZE Ot THE REMEDIAL EFF6RT
.1

Table VIII -1 presents.eaate, on the volume of remedial course and' enrollment

activity ftom the 1978-81 CPEC survey. 11/

Theag data Show that about half of all English and mathematics sections

taught in 1981 were classified aspremedial- While the estimated number of

students involved in ESL activities in 1980-81 was small Compared to the

.:_number of ,students involved in remedial\Keading, writing, and mathematics, our

erview respondents have reported rapid growth in ESL enrollments-and

sections through 1984. 12/

Recent LAC data sugges tx that increases In the number of sections and
4.* toe

enrollments.in remedial acti4vities in all four subjedt.areas shown to Table

VIII-1 continued through 1982-83. Table VI472 shows the percentage of

in remedial enrollments at some 14-22 colleges in they hARC consortium. 13/
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Table VIII-1

PERCENTAGE OF SECTIONS AND ENROLLMENT
IN REMEDIAL COURSES IN 1980 -81

Remedial Percentage of Total
Sections Sections and Enrollments

Reading and 46% of all English sections

Writing 45% of all English enrollmts

Kithematics 54% of all math sections
57% of all math enrollmts

: ()

ESL section and enrollment

percentages unavailable

Estimated NuMber
of Students.

Percent Indrease
in Enrollment

1978-79 - 1980-81

212,000* 13.3%

201,000* 17.1

59,000 74.5

*Sole studentsenrolled in reading and writing courses may alio be enrolled in'
mathematida courses.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission, Promises to Keep,
. Commission Report 83-2. Sacramento, CA: January' 1983, pp. 80-90.

Reading
Writing
Ma tit
ESL

TableNIII -2

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN REMEDIAL ENROLLMENTS
IN SELECTED LARC COLLEGES

1981-1983

,Fait '81 -
Fall '82 -

,Number of
-Colleses

Fall '82 -
:Fall''83

Number of
Colleges

14.7% 22 4.0% 18

6'.4 22 -.03 20
-0,7 -. 22 0.1 20 .

15.0 22 6.0 14

Solarce:, LARC,',1983-84- Program Guide) Part r (draft) . ,Sacramento, CA: n. d.

Note: These are different but partially overlapping groups: Colleges
4.

'reporting data for 1982-83 were not nn §cessari among those report;ng
for 1981-82.
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The 1983 CPEC r port es timates that. remedial ins true tion expenditures from

1978-79 - 1480-81 act (mated in each year for about five percent of the total

institutionalto budget of

office have recently ma

interviews with staff dt

may be low4_16/ Whatever the

ommUal.ty colleges. 14/ Staff in the Chancellor's

ifar estimate. 15/ At the same time, our own

rrange of colleges sugge4 that these estimates

tatewide estimate, howev

ti
it is clear that

the amount of "remedial activSy-varies widely. from c911e e college, and on

some campuses is a relatively high p/Oportion of the to

effort. 17/

ins tructiohal

Possible Reasons for Growth of Remedial Programs
4

The data discussed above, and our own .impressions krom fieldwork ancl other
a

interviews, suggest that the number of students enroll d in remedial courses

has been increasing over at least the last five years. What factors might

'account for this increase?' Our interviews have identified a number of
%.41,

possible influences:

a 'The Community college's are expanding their student
assessment programs;

o High school standards have declined;

o The cap on K-12, adult school, has caused some students to
turn to community colleges;

o The public four-year institutions have been enrolling g
growing 'proportion of students directly from high school,
while the proportion, of high school students attending
Community colleges has remained stable. 18/ -The communit9
colleges may therefore be enrolling a Larger proportion of
underprepareestudents (see Chapter V);

Adults in their 20`slind 30's who failed th.acquire basic
skills, in the 'K -12 system may be turning to the community
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colleges ior the' skills they need to survive in an
increasingly technical and. service - oriented labor market.

If these factors have played some role in the geowth of remedial

education, that growth may continue:

o Community college assessment programs are expanding (and a

statewide "matriculation model" is now being considered);

o Efforts to strengthen K-12 education may' proceed for many
years before significant changes are accomplished;

o K-I2 funding will probably focus on the elementary and
secondary levels, rather than on adult education programs;

o Over the next decade, the highest popUlation increases will
be amoog yanority students who historically have had the
lowest adhievement;

o The tamigralt population will probably continue to growl

o Adults with poor basic skills will continue to seek help
from community and adult education programs as the literacy
demands of the occupational world grow (see Chapter VII).

TYPES OF SERVICES PROVIDED'

Thp-comtunity colleges offer remedial services in both academic and

learning support areas. "Academigiaksirvices generally include group and

.indiyidualized instruction in writing, reading, mathematics, and ESL.

"Learning support" services _include instruction and tutoring in skills related

to academic success test-taking,nottaking study skills,,time

management) as well as academic, personal, and occupational
.

counseling.

Most remedial services are offered in academic instruction areas,

generally in Eh-6 form of courses offered by specific English, Language Art?

and Mathematics departments. Over 80 percent of the remedial courses in

1981-82 were offered by academic departments. 19/ We estimate from our

.fieldwork visits that academic departments continue to provide the majority of
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resnedial instruction, but that Learning Assistance Centers and other

departmerits are becoming more involved, possibly because of an increase in

interdisciplinary and vocationallyoriented approaches to instruction in basic

skills.
1'

The data also indicate a strong pattern. of awarding degree or certificate

-credit for remedial courses. According to many of our respondents, earning
1

college credit gives students a feeling of accomplishment and progress that

contribute to more positive selfimages and increased self confidence; and

enrollment in a certain number of credit courses is one of the usual

eligibility requirements for student financial aid programs. 20/

EVALUATING , IALIsPROGRAMS

The complexity of the evaluation issue in remedial education is related to

several philosophical and contextual 'factors.: wariness among edUcators

concerning the reliability and validity of tests scores; a general preference
ar

for focusing on teaching and learning rather than on testing lack of

coordination and consistency in evaluation procedures because remedial

functions may be shared by several 'different academic depakments and

instructional units; and overall lack of comparability between colleges

because different colleges and units-within each college have preferences for

different specific assessment procedures and instruments.

Evaluation of remedial courses and services in California community

colleges has bden influenced by each of these factors; consequently, overall

evaluation da to are unavailable .
4-
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In a recent sury y by the Community College Ad-Hoc Committee on the

Evaluation of Remediz4 Programs, 62 percent of the 5 respoitding colleges

reported conducting routine or special evaluation studies of their remedial

4e/
courses and grograms in reading, writing, and mathematics..2l/ The major form

of evaluation used was pre- and post-testing of studentst Sk41 levels, but

cplleges also studied the validity and reliability of the assiisament process

for placement in remedial courses.

personnel at'the colleges we visited 'asserted that on the whole, their

assessment/placement procedures and their remedial-programsvere effective in

improving the academid'skills of students. However, the lack of comparable,

consistent evaluation practices and procedures makes it impossible to judge

the effectiveness of the courses and mograms in general Or:their

effectiveness in terms of specific kinds of students or'instructional

practices.

According to reports f om LARC colleges, more campuses each year appear to

be moving toward assessing students for placement purposes prior to student

enrollment in certain college courstea and Vrograms. 22/

SUMMARY

This chapter has presented the following findings: I

o There is widespread disagreement among community cplleges as to the

appropriate scope and definition of remedial work, and no standardized

skill requirements for entering students.
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At least 60 percent of community college students who enroll for six or

more units per term are not ready for college-tlevel work in at least

one academic area.

o There is considerable variation in the extent of remedial courses

'ocfered. The remedial needs of some students -- particularly in large

urban colleges -- are much greater than average.

o About half .cif all English and matheMatics classes in 1981 were

classified as remedial; these enrollments have been growing.

o The increase in remedial enrollments May be due to expanded assess

programs, declining high school standards, a cap on the growth of K-12

adult school programs, a larger proportion of under-prepared high

school students attending the community colleges, and growing numbers

of returning adults seeking basic skills training.

o Most remedial courses are offered by academic departments for credit.

o Community college personnel believe that most remedial programs are

effective; however, the lack of consistent or comparable evaluations

makes it impossible to' obtain solid measures of efectiveness._

1
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NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII

Remedial courses for college, and university students are provided by those
four-year institutionand are not discussed here.

_.../-

Percentages are based on an initial analysis of Spring 1984 noncredit
activity.' Dr. Charles McIntyre, Director of Analytical Studiei,
Chancellor's Office, California Community Colleges, Sacramento, February
21, 1985, personal communication./

Section 42238 of the California ucation Code, effective June 1,.1980,

established an annual block enti ement for adult education activities in
ten specific instructional areas and also established funding formulas
that include a six percent cost- f -living increase and a 2-1/2 percent,
annual enrollment growth limi tat on. -

Based.on analysis of adult basic ducation data (1982-84) and
conversations with Adult Educatio personnel in the te Department ofrEducation.

San Francisco Chronicle, "State C I ege Remedial Classes Ending." January
24, 1985.

California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), Promises to Keep:
Remedial Education in California's PUblic Colleges and Universities,
Commission Report 83-2. Sacramento, CA: California Postsecondary
Education Commission, January 1983, p.

4

7/ See'Appendix A, "Study Methods," for a description of the fieldwork
7-7 sample.

8/ CPEC, op. cit., p. 77.

9/ Learning; Assessment, Retention Consortium (LARC), 198I-S4 Program Guide,
Part I. (draft) Sacramento, CA: n.d. LARC originatedsin 1981 with 14
Northern California community colleges. The Consortiiim now includes 70
colleges divided into five regional groups. A sixth region g is now
organizing in the Los Angeles area. ,LARC includes. b9th la ge And small
colleges located in urban, 'suburban and rural communities. Colleges in
the Peralta (Oakland), _San Francisco and Los Angeles districts are not
currently active. The Consortium members share information on assessment
strategies and instruments, develop and disseminate a data base on
assessment activities, and sponsOr workshops on these topp,!.

10/ An 'instructor interviewed for the 1983 CPEC report noted that the average
high school-graduate who entered an inner city community, college read at
`the,5th or 6th grade level, and was accompanied by others who, were at 1st
or 2d grade.readiTlg levels. CPEC, op. cit. pJ 78.

0
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11/ The CPEC report notes iisat, data reported for remedial mathematica activity
may-understate student need and indicate only the minimum dimensions of

. the problem, due to inconsistencies -among the reporting campuses in the

definition of2!rliedial mathematics.

12 Statewide estimates on the amount of 1983-84 ESL course and section

activity that could be considered remedial are not available.

13/ These.figurce underestimate remedial enrollments because they do not

include enrOlIient.in'the major urban districts of San Francitc2,..-Berzirta
(Oakland), and Los Angeles..

14/ Including costs for z On-instructional support services. ,
'

15/ Interview with Dr. John Meyer, Specialist, Program Planning and .

Development -Unit, Chancellor's Office, California COamunity College

;/ The study was not to a position to collect hard data on this question and
..a more definitive estimate may have to await the outcome of current
efforts by state and local College ofticials to resolve current issues of
definition and course categorization.

There are no statewide data that describe the characteristics of students
nvolived in remedial activities in cdgumunity colleges. Some individual

co s have collected infoirmation about age, sex, dud.a ear ee

goals, socio - economic status, and part- or full-time status, but it is not
possible to report any reliable statewide figures .oh these character-
istics.' Most students in remedial courses are enrolled, because
of diagnostic testing for courses with skill prev:squi es (e.g.,
composition, mathematics, scien giace courses) or a a result of college-wide
testing of, students whO enroll for six units or more of credit. On the
basis of this information and our field interiTiews,,;,we believe that the
maibrity of students enrolled, in remedial. ilasses,are44.kely to be

-

sr

o Taking more than six units per semeitert which would not
include "transient students who take oily one or two
courses per term for personal and/or vocational
development;

o Interested in or enrolled in courses' or programs that wilI.
lead to a specific degree or certificate for transfer,
training, -or retraining, with -the possible exception of
some ESL students;

o Within a conventional agg range for college student (18-27
years, old), again with the possible exception of st) e ESL
students;

o Receiv- ing or eligible for finanCial a1 prograMs;
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o Representative of the ethnic makeup of the community served
by the college.

18/ Admis ions from high school to UC have gone up despite a decline Ain both
umberof high school graduates and the number who were eligible for

a rsion. See: California Postsecondary Education Commissidn,"
Eligibility of California's 1983 High School Graduates for Admission to
the State's Public/Universities. Sacramento, CA: April 1985.

19 CPEC, Promises to.Keep, op. cit., pp. 78-89.

20/ It is also the case that 'credit classes generate more revenue for a
college than noncredit classes:

21/ California Community Colleges, Ad Hoc Committee on Evaluation of Remedial
Programs, "The Evaluation of Remedial Programs, Courses and Services in
California Community Colleges." Sacramento, CA: California Community
Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, 1984, p.

22/ LARC, op. cit., p..9-11.
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IX.-- FACULTY

INTRODUCTION

01

,

High-quality community'college-programs require a knowledgeable and

professional teaching force, and a system for assigning and supporting

teacher; that makes.the most efficient use of their talents. This chapter

describes various characteristics of thi,teaching staff, and presents our

findings on fa4Ulty salaries, credentialing, personnel management, staff

evaluation and professional development, and overall staff quality.

FACULTY CAARACrERISTICS.

AGE AND YEARS OF SERVICE

In' i983 -$4, almost 40 percent of the full-time community colle, - acuity

were over fifty years of age. 1/ Available da also indic that full-time.

faculty arda"greyingm -- there has been a decline in a 1 timefaculty members

age 34 or under, and over age 60, while.those o are 35 to 54 years of Age

are increasing in n4pbers. The lar increase is among those who are

relatively close to early retirement 7- ages 50 to 54. 2/ Our panel poiftted

out "that while some older full-time .faculty are or soon will, be retiring,

a.
little is currently being done to prepare and induct new qualified personnel.

In 19p-l-f,more than half of the full-ti3e* faculty -- comparecP.to 19 percent

of the part-time faculty -- reported being employed in the same district for

more thah ten years. Twenty-four percent of the part-time faculty reported no

prior experience in their present district of employment. /

t.

13,
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Members, of several different panels told us that staff burnout was, a

growing' prbblesi amoc5g 44.41-time' faculty, though not one that presently
'1,

threatens, the integrity of the .overall ins tr,uCtickrial program. The data on

years of_ service are consistent with the conern that faculty burnout may be

incread

EDUC NAL BA un AND "EXPERIENCE

xcep ts for certa

Iy eduda ted than

. full-time faculty

51.6, percent, of th

More full7t

in' instructional

onal dearrnes full-time :,faculfar tend-to be 'wore!

trtil fe fa$ulty. In k981 for example, 84 .8 percent ,of
eV

berg reported.' holding master's, degrees, as compared to

part :time faculty. 4/
9e than part-time fadulty also reported prior work:experfence

.

and more experience at'tha- e1ethentary and secondary
,

More 'part- time ,ttian`full-tinie faculty

1:1

level :(47.4 percent vs., 34.3 pe

'repo ted prior work experience ill non-instructional' jobs'. 5/

CONCURRENT EtMPLPXMENT,

About 40 percent of the faculty andAir8-Ilicent of the part-time

er'7

I

faculty' re

three o

same

, 'ths
.). -

these.other gal time jptba vererof Art'iletructional nature.' 6/.
. ,

por ted concturren tly
Hs, .

tplding, other paid employment in 1981.

ery five :1rr.- time ins tractors "had another full-time job.

about 6 (perCent of the fall fine faculty

Concurrently held another full -

almost 1,000

About one-third of;
'4*

About

5,

e
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STAFFING PATTERNS.

In 1983-84, there were 39,082 faculty members in the California community

.colleges 16,235 full-time and 22,847 patt-tifile. The_ number of full-time_

I

faculty has remained relatively stable, whereas the employment of part-time,

'-
instructors has more closely followed budget changes, particularly, over the

last several yeais.. Nearly all (9 o4t 'of 10) of those faculty laid off since

1977 have be%Frt,-time. 7/

Notonirprisinglylvthtre has beet a steady increase in the proportion of

fuiA-time faculty, 4,,em-31' percent 'in 1977-78 to-41.504cent in 1483-84. 8/

ese statewide averages, however, mask a great deal of variation across

. districts and colleges.

Iii 1981, AB 1626 required that the proportion of contact hours taught by.

part-time facult'Y hbt be increased above he 1980-81 level dUring the 1981 -82

d 1982-83 school years. Subsequent legislaigh has extended this through

the 146-87 school year.

WORKLOAD

In. the community colleges, teaching workload is defined ift,terms of

weekly' faculty contact hours (WFCH). representing the number of hoursper week

than an instructor is actua4x in the classrobm teaching. 'A though full-time

-.faculty accounted for about 42 percent of all instructors in 1983784 they
4

I

carried 62.6 pdrcent of the regular instructional workload. When overload

assignments are included, this figure becomes 68.8 percent.
.0

. -

In 1983-84, the average full-time faculty member devOted 16.2 hOur per

week to classrobm teaching. When overload assignments ,are included, the

41*,
rt
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average increases to 20.8 hours. On the other hand, part- time ins truc tors,

averaged\5.3 weekly contact hours. (A part -time faculty member is usually

someone who works no more than nine weekly 'contact hours.) There was

substantial variation in average weekly contact hours across the state. For

example,/ averages by di-Strict for full-time instructors show a high of

, hours' pei week and a Iow of 12.1 hours per week. 9/ Similaily, for part-time

faculty the district averages ranged from a low of 3 hours to a high of 9.9

hours.

To summarize these workload patterns: Of every ten faculty employed in

the fall. of 1983, approximately

-- g'ht a regular assignment averaging 16 hours per week;

-- 1 taught a regular assignment' plus /overload, for a totalqdf. 21- hours;

6 taught -a part-time assignment averaging 5 hours per week.

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED ACIVITIES

In addition to actual teaching time as represented by weekl

contact hours, instructors

faculy

pend time in preparation for clalcses test

grading, and othet teaching-related activities.

The majority of full-time faculty, but only 2.d4 percent of the part-time

faculty, are required to have office hours. Additional weekly hours required

on campus (beyond teaching time and off /cc? hours) include such activities as

committee meetings, staff meetings, and course and prograM development.

Slightly more than 40 percent of th!( full-ti
4

additional required hours on campus: 10/time faculty, have

e faculty, but virtually no part-.

40 ..



These findings on the additional activities of community. college faculty

are consistent with the argument presented by sdveral panelists that a
'6 Mbcritical mass" of full-time faculty i necessary to provide the suppo rt,

activities (e.g.., advisement, academic planning, curriculum development), and

instruction that help to insure high quality programs over time.,
v.&

FACULTY ALARIES

n contrast to the University-of, California and California State

University, there is no statewide _salary schedule for faculty in the

California community colleges, and faculty are paid on gchedules that vary

widely from district to district. Instead of the professorial ranks.

(professor, associate professor, etc./ and yep salary schedule common to the

other segments of postsecondary educatlion, community college salary schedutps

are based on the same compensation principles, as those used in the elemental

and secondary schools.

In general, payment schedules depend on level of education and number of

years of academic service within the district. In most districts, some credit

for relevant occupational experience and training is substituted for academic

degrees. Placement on the salary schedule-and subsequent salary-increases are

generally determined by a Combination of lets of service and- acade lc

credit. A typical community college salary schedule along with recent salary

schedules for faculty at UDC and CS is showtOin Table IX-1.

While the community college salary schedule shown ins Table IX-1 is

reasonably representative of the population (the statewide a'erage in 1982-83

was $31949 and for this district $32,073), salaries in other districts vary
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Table IX-1

FACULTY. SALARY SCHEDULES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA STATE .UN1VERSITY,
AND A COMMUNITY COLLEGE.DISTRICT; 1982-83

University California.

'Rank of State

and Step Cal If orni a University Its Class 1 Class I I

Professor

,30,100

2 33,200

3 36,800

4 40,200

5 43,600

6 47,0100

7 51,500

30,276

31,728

252

860

35,540-

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Associate Professor 8

1 24,600 23,976 9

2 14, 26,000 25,116 10

3 27,600 26,316 11

4 30,000 27,576 12

5 33,100 28,884 13 '

Assistant Prlagfoksor _ 14

1 19,700 19,044 5

4 2 20,500 I9c932 6

3 21,700 20,868 17

4 23,100 21,852 '18

5 24,500 22,896 19

6 25,900 20

Instr4ctor
16,800'. 17,412

2 18,192
_3 19,044

4 19,932

5 20,868

18,155 18,625 20,036-

19,161 .19,653 21,130

20,166 20,681 22,225

21,172 21',709 23,320

220-78 22,737 24,414

23,183 25,765 . 25,509

24,189 24,793 26,604

.25,195 25,821 27,698

.26,200 26,849 28,793

27,206 27,876 29,888
-- 30,982
"WM 32,077

s.-

1,602 23,168) 23,768

22,745 24359 24,959

23,887 25,550 26,150

25,030 26,741 27,341

25,173 27;932 28,532

27,316 29,123 29,723

28,459 304314 30.914

29,602 31,505 32,105

30,745 32,696 33,296

31,888 33,887 34,487

33,030 35,079 35,679

34,73 36,.70 36_,870

Professional Growth-increment*** 34,873 36,970 57,570

'Professional Grpwth In

*Qua! I ions for classif foal- ions I w A B or less; I 1 =- AB +30 units, I I I = MA; IV

AB units with MA; V = -MA + 40 units or AB + 75 uniets with MA; Vi = Doctorate

37,670 38,270

+ 20 units or

**The holder of an earned doctorate shal I receive 5600 inua l ly in addition to his placement on the

appropriate step in Class V:

***Class TV, V,.and Doctorate Professional Growth increnent of S700 at the 1,6th step with ten years 6f
service at SRJC and 15 approved growth units earned after Step 12-placement; .Class V anj Doctorate --

Professional Growth Investment of $700 with a minimum of four-years service aftge the 16th step
placement and 15 additional approved growth unit's earned; Credi utilized to attain Professional

Growth Increnarrts may not be used for class advancement.

Source; California Pc;st econdary Educatiogrtliftsission, Faculty Salaries in the California _orrtmunity

Co,lieues-, 1982- 3 Academic Year, Cannilssion Report '83-27. Sacramento, CA: June 1983.,
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subs tantially -- not only with .respect to the highest and _,lowest salary steps,

but with respect to the number and pread tween steps, as well as in the
--,

quarifica.tioris requ0 ired to achieve them. Typically, community college 'salar

`schedules include 1.2 to 15 salary steps within 4 to 8 classes based on,

tidernie degrees and credits, although the example provided illustrates that
there is considerable variation.

The statewide average salary for full-time faculty in 1983-84 was $32,704

(a 2.7 percent increase over the previous year). Iiipwever, the difference in

average salary between the eshighes t and lowest paying district as fairly .--
s;

substantial -- 37.2 percent, or $10,565. Although most, of the highest paying

des tricts are loca ted in suburtati communities' and most of the lowest t paying.

districts are in rural areas, the salary level is.not usually determined by
.

the local ost-of living indexfor that area. More often it depends cut union

negotiationp and/or the finanCial condition of ,the district.
Data from our fieldwork and panAs indicate that differences in salary

..s

schedules, and the practice of limiting the starting salary of a new employee
411

or not accepting all of the employee's ears of servicein.another distric,t,

have resulted in reduced incentives. for faculty to move ,between districts.

The community colleges'- 22,847 dart -time fadelty were ctxripensated in 1983-

84 at an average rate of $22.41 per hour. The California Postsecondary

Educatign Commission (CPEC) estimates that this averaged about 38 percent of

the cost of instruct on by 'full -time faculty. Hotirly rates varied signifi-

cantly aceoss districts from a low of $12..75 to a iligh o

Table IX-2 shows salaries of classrobm ing true tors from 1973-74 through.

rm.

1982-83. These data include all saltries paid-.bothboth full- and 'part-time

143

1

Kt,



Table IX-2

SALARIES.OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTORS

Year

1973-74 - 1982-83

. Attendance
Total Salaries. ADA

Salaries Per ADA
Current
Dollars

1973774
Dollars

1973 -74 $297,889,678 609,432 $489' $489

1974-75 .395,002,796 .694,096 5§9 '531
1975-76 467,952,150 768,902 609 530-

1976 -77 523,919,671 736,702 711' 586

1977-78 576,167,938 734,915 784 605

1978-79, 572,846,75S 658,716 870 614
1979-80 644,591,830 ,688,591 936 583
1981-81 732,661,962 752,490 974 544 4,

1981-82 .788,999,689 776,274 1016, 522
1982:-.83 794,412,168 751,067 1058 521'

* Source: California Community CollagesoBoard of Governors,' California
Community Colleges Fiscal Data Abstract. SacraMento, CA: 1975-76
1982-83.
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instructors and instructor aides. While inflation-adjusted salaries per ADA

are higher than in 197.3-74, they are down from the peak of $614 in 1978-79.

Table IX-3 shows that the average salary of full-time community college

faculty are competitive with California State University (CSU) faculty

salaries, and Ore about 20 percent bellow University of ,California (UC) faculty

salarieS. Howe/Sier, the data for community college faculty include salaries

for those working 12 as well as 9 months and also -include additional stipends

for faculty who carry 4d responsibilities; about 7.5 percent of all.full-.
44'

time community faculty received stipends averaging $1,293 in' 1'983 -84. The

are no published data that would allow an analysis of the "effect of the mix of

full- and part -time faculty on overall salaries, nor are there data showing

the effects of faculty. age-and years of -experience on salary levels throughout

the state.

qiEttirnALs AND -CREIWTIA,LING
It/ Every linitruclion 1 or student- servic#a eruloyee..of

1 1 .- ';

v.....7,- .
_ . ,;ii,

. `must obtain ,a Cldentialt In- drder tO 'teach,a .crecti.t cla
a. .4

.obtain a subject -natter -dtedential- in one'-of 76 subject a

'related but different subjects

obtained.

ty, colleges

ail employee..must

rea s. To teach

a credential for. each ubjed area must :be
.

Additional 'credentials may .be obtained at.any time during a ficfilty-

membets emp16,-merit.

The credntialling system' serves- thnee primacy purpose

,academi and occupational xperience; 2) insurirtg that

- necessatY knowle to to eh part iclular -subjeCts;. and

records and co once with health standards.-

45

verifying

truttorsuhave the

hacking for.. criminal
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Table IX-3

FULL-TIME FACWLTYAVERAGE SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION

Year CSU*

1975-76 - 1983-84

Average Salaries in
Average Salaries 1975-76 Dollars

UC* CSU* UC* CC

1975-76* 19,450 22,018 19,823 9,450 / 22,018 19,823

1976-71 20,672 23,047 . 20,838 19,542 21,788 19,699
1977-78 22,055 25,125 22,413 19,530 22,248 19,847

1978-79 22,401 25,337 24,123 18,143 20,521 19,537

1979-E0 26,,111 29,559 26,270 18,660 21,124 18,774

1980 -81 29,012 32,664 28,273 18,607, 20,949 18,133

1981-82 30,992 35,002 30,156 18,282 20,648 17,789

1982-83 31,333 r 35,768 31,849 17,715 20,223 18,109

1983-84 32,652 ,..40,790 32,704 17,666 22,068 17,694

Change 67.9 85.3 65.0 -8i2. 0.2 -10.7

*Nine-month, all ranks average salary

**Nine-month and twelve-month average salary.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commision, Director's Report_'
Sacramento, CA: July 1984; , Final ;Annual RtOprt on
Facultyand.Administrative Salaries in California 1#igher
Education, 1983 -84. Sacramento,, CA: 1984.
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In other states ,odecisions about the qualifications of prospective

unity college faculty are generally handled at the college or district

level, and formal,credentials are not required. - -State agencies often set

minimum academie standards and perform records verification tasks. -

According to Chancellor's Office staff, requests for 'credentials have

increased over the ,last five years; most applications have been granted. .

1.

Although.no systematic data are available, panelists and interview respondents

have pointed out that part-time and full-time staff commonly hold"multiple

credentials. Onde obtained, credentials need not be renewed.

4It PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

TENURE AND JOB RIGHTS

Hiring and job security rights for full-time community college faculty area

similar to those for certificated ejemflentary and seconIary teachers. Unlike
_ .

the tenure process at UC and CSU (which spans several years and includes a

formal peer review process to determine whether faculty qualify for tenure

full-time community college instructors are on probationary statuak-for their

ftrst ..two years. An evaluation is required at the end of each year, and

11
evaluation Criteria and persons responsible for the evasion vary consider-

ably from district to district. If no action is taken to remove the instruc-.

.-- for prior to the end of the two years, the faculty member becomes a permanent
;

(tenured) instructoir in the district.. After becOming a permanent staff

member the instructor stray be-dismissed only for a limited number of causes

specified in the education code. 1Z/' Temporary (Part -time) faculty may be
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laid off ax any time. They do not obtain probationary or _permanent -status,

nor do they have reemployment rights.

LAYOFF PROCEDURES AND REHIRING RIGHTS

Other than dismisial for cause and dism robs tionary

period, full-time tenured faculty may only be. Id off for two reasons:'

1. A decline in the average daily attendaitce in all the district's
schools, or

2. A program or coute ito be reduced or discontinued.

A faculty .member mthy no be Lai off while any .other employee with less

seniority is retained to teach a course that the more senior (faculty& member is

credentialed and competent to teach. This rule, aocortinig to panelists and

other *informants can result in the inefficient assignment of personnel'.

Faculty with little teaching experience in a subject area -- but with a

crederitial in that area, and with seniority'-- may replace ("bump") a less

senior faculty member who has been teaching a course in that area for some

time. Credentials are relatively easy to obtain, 'and faculty with multiple

credentials have numerous 'opportunities to replace less senior faculty in the

event of layoffs.

FACULTY UNIONS AND ACADEMIC SENATES

Full-ti e faculty and some part-time instructors are subject to the

collective bargaining provisions of the Educational Employient Relations Act

(The Rodda Act) and may elect to be represented by an excansive

representative in negotiations.

148
a

4



S

0

In 1963, Title V of AB.48 provided for the establishment academic
4

senates in the community colleges. Their purpose is
.)

collegia faculty wtth a formal and effective pr lure for participating, in

p ovide community

the formation'-of district policies on acadeMicand Professional matter

enabling them to make recommendations to the college administration anti 1(3611

by

governing board.
AL4'4-

Glee found that the roles" pla d by faculty unions and academic senates
4

varied widely 'from canfpus to campus, with 'no diseernibl ttirn. In ,some

cases, local unions confined their activities to negoiiation.on salaries and

Mi related, matters in many cases they also played an active role in establtshing

campus oFIrstrict standards for the ctuality.of 'curriculum and instructlion.

E.

SowacadeMic senates /took little active par n decisions affecting c

,academic standards; others played.a central role in such decisions. 0

mpu S

I

etimes

both the local union and the acadeMic senate were very active in professional

and academic areas;, at other colleges only one organization was-active. In

short, the technical distinction between the jurisdictions of the two types of
4

6fgarilza.tions -=, collective bargainingon salaries and benefits vs. academic'

and professional concerns -- has been dbnsiderably blurred in practice. This

has sometimes created tension between the two groups, which they usually try

to resolve either bt executing a written agreement delineating:their

respective functions, oFby maintaining liaison between their eXecutive

bodies.
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EVALUATION, PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, AND OVERALL QUALITY

Section 876-63 of the education code requires that probationary employees

_ t be evaluated at leas t, once each, academic yetr, wi di tenured facuixV

evaldreed at least every two academic years. The specific procedures for
As

evaluating contract and -regular faculty are determined-by each district's

governing board to consultation with their faculty; the evaluation of part-

ti e faculty istleft to the discretion of 14Ral districts.

State da ta indicate that dis t=ic is jave tended to evalua to probationary

. faculty more often than required, but generally do "not evaluate tenured

faculty more often than every two years. Procedures "for evaluating-full -time

faculty usually combine a team (usually an administrator an" eery-

administrative- assessmeh4 process with student and/or self evaluationi.

Policies on the evaluation of part-time faculty va\ry widely, and' about a

third"of the districts report _no 'formally defined method or frequency for

evaluation of their part-time staLf. 13/

Data from our field4rk tend4to support these findings. At most of the'

colleges we visited, full-time faculty were evaluated more of ten than part-

time faculty; however, the outcomes of the e evaluations were more likely to

have an impact on part-tiiae'faculty who Auld clismissed at the

discretion of college administrators -- than on ful"0- lime staff.,

Professional development for commimity college facu ty is supported out of

he general (ADA-based) state apportionment available to each college. With

one recent exception, there are no stateftinded programs that set aside

additiodal resources for this' purpose. 14/ Our field visits revealed wide"leme
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variation among campusei in the use of college funds for professional

development, with most college administrators reporting that they have had to

1

make substantial cuts in support for such programs over the last several

yews, as discretionary resources have been.reduced.

We found that most college faculty and administrators consider

professional.development an essential activity thA should have high priority'

on their, campus. A wide variety of such activities still occuF, including
t

fae4ty participation in prgessional or

their subject

instructional

'virtually all

ni tions; attendance a.t cour
.4)

es in

fields or participation in ,college sponsored workshops on

improveMent and program planning. Tulltime faculty on

campuses are also entitled to sabba tic 1 ave, wDich

ordinarily used for professional .development ,purpose. However, most college

we Vi ited reported that they Cannot now afford to support all the sab*tit

leaves their faculty are entitled to and have applied for A furthe

difficulty, according, to out-respondents, is that profesSional deve1opiueYtt
IN .

c molishe4 by faculty while on sabbatic is rarely tied to any campus-wide

it
pla that has identified he 'long -term needs,of the _college. On the'whole, we
4 ,

found that neither aabbatic leaves nor -most other faculty prOfessional

deve pment.activities were ordinarily planned to take advantage of

information on faculty perforoance developedf by staff Rvaluatipns.

Professional .development activities' tend to be isolated and left up to

individual members ©f the facUlty, rather than coordinated with camptsikonig-

range program planning.

fessJonal development is' also a voluntary activity (though a lew

districts, as noted earlier link such programs to salary schedules).-
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are encouraged and supported (where possible) to avail themselves of

'opportunities to update theii-skins or knowledge, hut some refuse toido so,

and many administrators/ reported a .deep sense of frustration at not having the

ability to'requirer faculty to improve their skills, not mater how serious the

needed 15/

At several of the colleges ;lie visited, informants r ported that part-time

insti.uctors were sought because of their state-of-the rt.knowledge and the

skills they bring from recent work experiences, especially in technical

areas. At the same tip, other informants were concerned that while part-time

faculty may be able to provide better instruction in specific technical

.skills, they were often less prepared to teach the "critical thinking" or

"abstract reasoning" skills necessary for advanced level courses or a well

rounded eduCation.

While 'estimates varied, respondents who were asked gener4ly believed that,

from one-fourth to one-third of the faculty had low competence or were "burned

out," and that,little_conld be done in these cases to improve matters. A like

number of faculty wer
4$

udged to be fiist-rate -- well above average in

subject knowledge, and teaching skills. The balance of the faculty.vere

generally assumed to be doing a competent but not outstandi job.' The latter

group of instructors, more than any others, we're believed to be the prime

candidates for programs of professional development. Respondents often

pointed to this "middle group" -- perhaps half of all faculty members as

the group to concentrate on in order to imptove the overall quality of

,communiey college teaching'. There are no statewide data that address the
4

4.
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issue of faculty quality, and district data are neither comparable across

districts, nor, in most cases, 'complete.

su timARY

This chapter has presented the following findings:

o The eve g age of full-time community college faculty has been

incr ing and more than half of .these faculty have been employed in

the same district for more'ihan 10 years.
f

o Most. part -time and almost half of full-time faculty work at other jobs

in addition to their primary teachings assignments. _In 1981, t 'hree out
f 4i

v. 4

.

of five part-time inq rtrue plbrted holding another full-time job;

six percent of the full -time faculty -- (almos t 1,,e000 ins truc t or s --

also worked ersewhere.fuil-time.

o Most full-I time but very few part-time faculty are required to have

office hours for students; :part-time fadulty do not ordinarily

participate in campus-ifide course and program' development or othe

k planning activities.

o Average ft .l -time ftcUlty salaries declined almost 11 percent in real,

dollars between 1975-76 arid 1983-8'4. Part-time faculty are paid by

the hour; their wages average-about 38 percent ot full -,t' to faculty

salaries. 1_

o There is a 37 percent differelce (about $10,500) between average.

salaries paid to full-tithe faculty in the highest- and lowest-pay/ing
4,

districts. Faculty who .move between districts must re-negotiate their

salaries with their new districts.
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o Ih order to teach a creditclass in

instructor must obtain a credential

subject area Other states do:-1lot

the community colleges, an

in pne or more -_of 76 different

genarilly requiie CommunityC.

c011dge instructors to obtain formal Credentials.

Full -time ficulty may become,tenured:in two' years; their job security

(layoff notice, dismissal, rehiring) rights are similar to those
1 .

lenjoyed by faculty in K-12 schools. When staff layoffs are necessary

tic application of current a6niority rules sometimes results in,.

ine4ficient personnel assignments..

o There\4s little, independent state support for Professional
*

,developftent and college suppOrt of these activities has generally

declined over the last several years. Professional development

areactivities are xdrely.coordinated with campus- long -range program

planning.

o. Faculty evaluations have" ho provided any systematic data on overall

staff quality. ;nterview respondents and panelist generally felt that

from two- thirds to three-fourths of the fa ulty, were competent and

dedicated, and that many were 'well above average.
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NOTES

California Community Colleges,
Staffing and Salaries, 19.03-84.

TO CHAPTER IX

Office of the Chancellor, ua Report on
Sacramento, CA:- 'May 1984.

2/ H. Case, "Impending Faculty Staffing Problems: .i,lbat the Figures
Tell Us." Unpublished paper-, n.d.

California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor Report cin Faculty
Employment. Sacramento, CA: January 1982.

4/ Ibid.

N 5/ Ibid.

6/ Ibid.

7/ California Co ity Colleges, Office' of the Chancellor, -Planning and
Future Studi California Community Colleges. Sacramento, CA: October
198#. Becau of differences between the Chancellor's Office and many
districts the definitiOn of "full-time" and "part-time" faculty, the
data as or nally reported by the districts show a greater decline in the
number of 411-time staft. The different estimatil do not appear to be
more than n perc9tt apart.

or

'8/ Californ qs tsdcotiasry. Education Commission (Cno Final Annual Resort
on Facul and AdministOtive Salaries in California Public Higher ,

Education 981-84. Sac amen to CA: 1984.

'Californium Commun ty Colleges,

Staffing pad Salaries, 1943-84

!
!

Californfia Community Colleges,
Employment, op. cit.

11/ California Community Colleges,
StaffinOnd Salaries, 1983-84

Offide of Chancellor, Annual R ort on
, op. cit.

Office of the Chancellor, Report on Facultt

Office of the Chancellor, Annual Report op
oz.

12/ information from the panels and interviews indicates that the- probationary
period is often shorter than two years. Because contract faculty must be
given preliminary notice by March 15 _if they 'are to be I,aid off foZ the
tollowin,g fall semester, the probationary period is often -a year and a
half: In.addition, depending on when they arse hired (early spring instead
of fall), the probationary 'period can be shorter.

California Community Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, Report on Faculty
4E1112loyment,' op. cit.

14/ The 'exception is a program of inservice training for Vocational
instr7uttors and career counselors, created in 1984 by AB 3938 (Farr
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Under this program, $500,000 has been made available in 1984-85, and up to
an additional $1.5 million may be sought from thkjegislature and Governor
for ;985-86. See 'also Chapter VI.

15/ According to state data, professional development is tseated as a faculty
responsitality by locEil board or administrative policy in 20 colleges.
Thirteen colleges have an agreement worked cut as part of their collective
hargaining package that staff will participate in such activities. At 19
colleges, there, is no formal requirement for professional development. As
a practical matter, there are fet4 sanctions that roan be imposed On a
tenured member of the faculty who has no interest in maintaining or
upgrading his or her skills. (California Commugity Colleges, Office of
the Chancellor, ,Report faculty Employment, op. cit.),
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APPENMX A

STUDY METHODS

,This 'study combined several data collection strategies And included Tive'

sets of research activities: ) interviewing selected community college

leaders,.academic and government agency experts, and members of the Sacramento

policy community.; 2) collecting and synthesizing availabli data and literature

on the colleges. 3)- convening panels. of experts in five key issue areas;

4) conducting an opthion survey, among a broad cross-section of knowledgeable

community college observers and participants; and 5) visiting 33 of the 106

college campuses. across ,California in orde'r to conduct personal interviews

,d`

with approximately 400 administrators and faculty members, and collect

additional data.

These research activities were mutually supportive. For example, initial

contacts and interviews helpeditorAdentify and collect the available.

literature and data on community .colleges, and also gUided the selection of

colleges for our sample and the development of our "fieldwork strategy, and

procedures. And, while our sitevisits concentrated on interviews witk campus

respondents, they also uncovered local data and helped us to identify

candidates for the panels aid respondents for the opinion survey. Each of

these activities is described briefly below.

./ CONTACTS AND INTERVIEWS

Contacts with government, academic, and private experts in state and local

aiencies; four-year colleges and universities, community colleges,
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prof es s,ional associations and rela ted' organizations , and business and indus try

were employed to help us identify and collect data and information of,

potential inerest to the study. Many of t.4 persons, were interviewed at

length in or to advance otir understanding of community college issuesi,

( obtain reputational infoixiation on colleges and on exemplary programs or

projects, and identify- candidates_ for the panels and respondents for the .----7-----

opinion surveys. A number of these individuals continued to provide helpful

guidance throughout the research effort, and several. of 'them served as

panelists, opinion survey respondents and/or reviewers for marious chapters

' of this report. (Panelists and reviewers are listed at the end of this

Appendix.)

A

SEQDNDARY ANALYSES. OF AVAILABLE DATA

Contacts and interviews, and later, the site visits, helped us to identify

and collect data and information from a wide variety of sources. Primary,

state sources- inclUded th California Postsecondary Education Commission; the

Community College Board of Governors and Office of the Chancellor; the Office

of the Legislative Analyst; the Office of the Governor; the Department of

Finance; the Employment Development Department; state offices gf4professional

associationp, interest groups and unions;OSenate and Assembly Offices of

Research; and publications of various legisLative committees.' National"

sources included the National Center for Education Statistics,,the American

Association of Junior and Community Colleges, the National Institute of

Education, the Bureau of Labor Sta4stics, and community college systems in

several other states. Local sources included research units and other

departments within the community college districts and colleges in our
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44.

S

fieldwork sample,. Standard library sources books, journals, research

reports, newspaper articles, directories, etc. -- were also, consulted. The
I

bibliography to thiv,report contains a selected listing of the tources used in

the study.

The ava4able literaturt and other data collected were examined in grder

to ascertain what they could tell u§ about the status and effe tiveness of

community colleges in California. Where necessary. data,-were marized or

reorganized in order to ptpvide a different perspettive on the community

college system over time, or to facilitate comparisons to =unity college

systems in other states. Some data were subjected to original statistical

and/or, content. analysps in order to supplement ,information available from

published -reports.

Finally, some of the data collected facilitated the selection of colleges

for our fieldwork sample,- and ,were used to provide the fieldwork staff with

backgrat or= tion on the community colleges.

PANEL MEETINGS

In order to gain a clearer understanding of the issues facing, the

catimunifiy. coilgees, five day -long panel meetings were convened to discuss:

1) community college roles and missions, 2) college relationships with

business and industry, 3) program effectiveness, 4) personnel, and

41 5) %overnanCe and finance.

Recommenda tions for knowledgeable- and experienced panelists were obtained

through,contacts and interviews, and from fieldwork rite visits. For each
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pan91, an effort was made to insuk4e a reasonable balance of different

'viewpoints.

-Fars()

study p r

who agreed to serve s panelists were sent a grief description of
co_

ses, and a panel agenda that included the" issues and questions to

be discUssed.- Panelists were also inked to identify and where possible,

'submit materials and, other data that might be of interest to the study. A

list of the canelisti-is.provided at the end oil this Appendix.

OPINION SURVEY

A brief opinion survey was employed as another means to solicit the views

of knowledgeable observers about the strengths and weaknesses of community

colleges, and to collect 15roposals for pblicies,designed to improve the

quality and efficiency of college programs.. Contacts and interviews, site

visits, and panelists helped us to identify respondents for the survey.

Special efforts were lade to include representative:is and officers of the state

\is

ti

acadeRic:senate, professional associations, faculty unions, and other

community college organizations in order to insure that a wide cross-section

of informed, opinion would be obtained. Questionnaires were mailed to 127

respondents, and 113 instruments were returned, many of them filled ''out in
ef,

teat detail.. (A copy of the short, eight question instrument is published

separately in A Study of California's Community Colleges: Fieldwork and

.40

Survey Instruments, WP-107, April 1985.)

FIELDWAK

It was decided early in the course'of the study that available data, and

the views of panelists and other observers, should be supplemented by
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interviews and data collectiod at a large sampler of ocommunity colleges.

Accordingly, if .1,e-person field sr, visited 33 college campuses-in 27

districts across California. The-- ifite visits were intended to provide us with
. -4116

more detailed and specific inefqmation-(especially, in areas where ava-i4ttThe.-

data were relatively weak) abotit the variation among colleges in student and

community context, ,college programs andf.services, and faculty

characteristics. Additional information on exemplary program and project

efforts, and opin&ons about current -problems and ways in which th4,.-

effectiveness of college programs might be improved, were also solicited.

Information obtained during these site visits provided us with a .better

understanding of the conditions and factors that influence the quality and

character of community college programs 'and services. It also helped us to e

) validate some hypotheses that emerged from secondary analyses of available

data, and to identify strategies used by different colleges to deal with

similar problems,.

Table A-1 provides an overview of the number and cdmposition of -informants

interviewed, and the data collection strategies employed _during the vis-its..

The fieldwork effort involved site visits of two to four days each; with 11-12
r

persons interviewed at each of ,33 college's.

In addition to these interviews, relevant documents from each college

(e.g., course

reviewed., To

across sites,

catalogues, accreditation reports,, etc.) were also collected and

minimize data reduction problems and facilitate comparisons
z
a questionnaire was completed by our interview staff for each of

the colleges they visited. The following sections describe in more detail the

sampling and fieldwork strategy for this effort.
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Tabld A-71

FIELDWORK FACTS

NUMBER OF SITES VISITED: 53 colleges in 27 districts
ft

TOTAL NUMBER OF cpERSONS INTERV.IEWED: 383,

AVERAGE NRMBER OF.INTERVIEWS PER SIrE: 11-12 people

ROLES OF. INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS:

cdfrfte prestdeints

academic senat, presidents,:-'
faculty union representatives
administratdrs
faculty members (full- and,part-time)
othericollege personnel,(JR.g., regiSfrars, students,

counselors, other claslified Personnel)
chancellors and vice - chancellors
local trustees

<

FIELDWORK STRATEGY:

Interviews and fieldnotes
Document collection and review .

Interview summaries
Sitq case survey questionnaires

4
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The. Fieldwork Sample
7

f

The sample includd 14 urban colleges, 11 suburban_colleges, and 8 rural

col;ege in 27 districts, of which 13 were multi-campus.districts. Based an t

our classificatiow of campus size) our sample consisted cif. 7' small, 19 medium,

and 16 large colleges. The. sample-inCluded 17 colleges.; siith,a relatively high.
.

proportion of transfer atudents_and 16 colleges with a low proportion of such

students. Table A-2 shs the distribution -of tIle'pe;pulation of college

,. 4
compared to our sample, by caipus size, me tropoli tan status and 'rely tive

AP
proportion of transfer students. The rationale and 'procedures for 'this sample

are discussed below tia

I f
-Sample Selection. To meet study obgactives, We, hoped to identify a large

sample, of community.colleges that would capture the variation in focal

settings and condi tions, while is Lida taneously exploring the exemplary ar

special effortslihat same colleges were making in particular areas. Thus,

while we wanted the sample. to be reasonably reprekentative of the population

along key dimensions, we also sampled purposively to make sure that we

included sites with characteristics reflecting policy issues of interes t 'to

the study. I

The selection required a, two-stage samplin process: 1) creation of a

sampling matrix based upon the distribution of colleges_ alang 'three
t.

dimensions; to insure that the sample selected wouJ,d be sufficiently

representative of the population along these diMensions,and 2) purposive

selection Df colleges within cells of the matrix, based on reputational and

,A-7
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Table A-2

DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE AND POPULATION BY METROPOLITAN
STATUS,. CAMPUS SIZE AND PROPORTION OF TRANSFER STUDENTS

Campus Size
sigh Transfer Large Medium Small

Rural

Suburban

Urbari,

Low Trans

Rural

Suburban

Urban

n = 33 (sample)
N = 105 [population

2 2:-
[3] [7]

4 1

. 2 = 6
[7] 's [17]

0 - 5 17

[14] [5] [2] - {21] [52]

'2
131

[0] [3]

2 2
[5]

4 2

101 [9]

16 ?.10

43] [32]

A-8

0 = 6
101 = [14] '

1

1131
=
=

2
[161

2 = 6
141 = 1 4

2 I. 8
[4] = [23]

7

[30] .
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16
1531
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other criteria to obtain the desired distribution of college cbaractrAfitics

along several other dimensions.

The three criteria selected to stratify the population of Coamunity

.colleges _were campus size, relative proportion of 'students transferring 'to
40

f our-year ins tit* tions, and me tropoli tan status. Although several measures of

Campus size were considered, the total number of students enrolled in 1982

(both credit and noncredit) was used, with cutpoints detaimined by the natural

breakpoints in the distribution of the population. We used the total

number of transfers 111'1982 and 1983 as a measure of transfer activity, using

the median for the population to classify colleges as high and low. 2/

Finally, we classified each college on a "metropolitan statue"- scale (urban

suburban, rural) using a panel of, five "expert judges" to rate all 106

colleges. 3/

Five individuals were seledted as being 'sufficiently familiar with the

community colleges to make informed judgments as to collge metropolit

status. 4/ The judges were asked independently to rate each college in the

population according to a five-way classification of metropolitan status.,

based on the characteristics of the students served and the location of th

college. In general, agreement among raters was'reasonably high. If three or

more judges agreed on a classification, a college's mett6politan status was

based on that category and only 14 of 106 community colleges could not be

classified using this rule. The remaining fourteen were classified based on

the research staff's 'knowledge of the area the college served.

Based on project resources and the time frame for the study; we de ided

that a sample of 30-40 colleges would be appropriate. The classification of

colleges by metropolitan statiks produced a sampling matrix with 18 cells



(223x3 --, see Table A-2), with two colleges to be selected from each of the

cells so as to insure that the sample was roughly representative of the

population aldng the dimensions selected.

Selecting colleges. After dividing the. population of colleges into the 18

cell matrix that embraced the primary sampling dimensions, we eliminated 15

colleges ,krom further consideration as unfeasible sites because they(were too

isolated given limited project ,resources. Similar colleges that werelore
t

readily accessible still remained as potential candidates'for the

fieldwork. To obtain a sample from the remaining colleges !n the population,

. colleges were selected on, the basis-6k special interest (e.g., campuses that

stood out because the data,were counterintuitive -- for ins tance, increasing

transfers and decreasing enrollMents) and some variation in the sample
k

according' to the ,following characteristics:

Location' (North, Central, Seuth);

- -, Percentage of'full-ti time faculty at the college;. .,

- - Ethnicity Of students (percentage of 1981 freshman who were white);

District size (cat4orized as small = one college district, medium = 2
. or 3 college district, large = more than 3 colleges);

-- Degree
1

of emphasis on adult.education (non-credit enrollment as a
percentage of total enrollments); .

-- Percentage of full-:-.time credit students; and AN

-- Direction of transfer- rates 1981 and 19835.

Our aim was to ma imize the representativeness of the colleges selected so

that the sample approximated the distribution of Colleges in the population



along these dimensions. In general, the sam selected was reasonably ,well
en

distributed in comparison to th6 population.

In addition, littational information on colleges that had introduced' new

programs or were.4making special efforts in particular areas (e.g., retention

of lowskilled students, campuses `with' "academic floors ", etc.) was, collected,

and our sample-was checked to insure that it included most of 'these site

with the necessary substitutiiins tap.''adjustments to the sample so that'it'

remained roughly representative of the population according to the dimensions

listed above.
1.

Colleges selected -were sent a latter requesting their cooperation and

in the study. ofv the 34 colleges we initially selected (some

cells of the sampling matrix were empty -- see Table A -2), one was unable' to

participate in the study.

Fieldwork Strategy

° Training sessions were held to familiarize staff with the questions and

issues of interest, provide them with background information on the colleges,i.....---

and develop comparable interview and sits procedures. Interim staff meetings

were also held to iefine" procedures, discuss common' problems,- and sha're

information about the colleges. Several strategies were used to insure that

the data collected was bOth systematic and comparable across sites:

Interviewer training: during a day, long training session, nine

interviewers were provided with materials to familjarizt ,them with the

commity colleges in general and the colleges in our sample in,particular. A

fieldwork guide developed by the project director served as a focus of

discussion to faiiliarize staff with the questions and. issues of interest to

A-1 22 3
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the study, and insure that they shared a similar conceptualization of the

i sues. 'Similarly, a memo provided interviewers with the basic interview

"protocol" (e.g.% ,who to speak with, how to conduct the interview, length of

the interview, etc.) and site procedures (arranging the visit, documents to

collect etc.)

2. Interim staff meetings: Staff meetings durit the fieldwork period

helped to refine study guestions-and fieldwork procedUres. DiscussionS.about

the sites visited helped the fieldwork s f to de lop: a similar perSpective

and seek comparable information.

3. Reliability exercises: Twa,in erviewers were assigned to one site

during the first round of visits. During the interim staff "Meetings ,s numbeir

of exercises were conducted to determine whether both members of a team would

draw similar conclusions about a site they had visited together. For example,

r
interviewers were asked to Summarize their interviews using a form organized

around the topic of ,the fieldwork guide. Summaries of the same interview

conducted by both members of a team were compared in order' to determine

whether interviewers heard and recorded comparable inforMation.

Two strategies were employed to help us collect ddta for later analySis:

1. Interview summaries: As, previously described, _interviewers were asked\

to complete a summary for each of the interviews they con cted, organized

around the main issues and themes of the fieldwork guide. These summaries

were primarily for the interviewers; a tool for helping them to organize their

fieldnotes.

I
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2. Site questionnaire: A questionnaire based on the major topicweas

covered by the fieldwork guide was developed with the help of information

provided by interviewers during interim staff meetings. (A copy of the

questionnaire is published separately in A Study of California's Community

Colleges: Fieldwork and Survey Instruments, WP-107, April 1985.)

Intei-viewers were asked to complete a draft of this questionnaire, and their

criticisms and suggestions were used, to revise the instrunienr. Questions for

'which most interviewers had little Information were dropped and areas that had

been missed were added. This questionnaireFrrather than interview fieldnotes;

served as the basis for subsequent analysis

H

We asked some of the panelists, as well as others, to review drafts 1
chapters of this report and to assess the validity of the findings in light of

the evidence presented. The following reviewers each critiqued one or more

draft chapters:

Fredrick Balderston
Graduate School of Business
University of California, Berkeley

is Callahan
liege of San Mateo

Chester Case
Los Medanos College

Walter A. Garms
Graduate Schaal of Education
University of California, Berkeley

Clive Grafton
School of Education
Univeriity of Southern Cal.ifornla

William Pickens
California Postsecondary Education Commission



f\
Nancy Renkiewicz
Sacramento City College

odd Sallee
lifornia Fos tsecondary Education Commission

niel Wall

ounty Supervisors Association of California

Stephen S. Weiner
Mills College

Wellford Wilms
School- .of Education

University of California at Los Angeles

PANELISTS

Five day-long panels were convened 'to-discuss issues

1. Community collge roles and missio

2. College relationships with business dnd industry

Program of fectiveness.

4. Personnel

5. 'Governance and finance

Panelists who attended these meetings are listed below.

Debra L. Banks

Leon Baradat

.Ernest Berg

Marjorie K. '131aha

Douglas Burris

Lois Callahan

Chester H. Case

pertaining to:

President, Academic Senate, Mission College

Political Science- Faculty MiiaCosta Community College

Specialist, Program Evaluation and Arsiroval Unit,
Chancellor's Office, California Community 'Colleges

President, SOlano Community College

Vice Chancellor oil Educational Services, Los Rios
Community College District

President, College of San Mateo

Instructor, Los Medanos College, and lecturer in
higher education, University of California, Berkeley*
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J,Iihn W. Casey.

Willia Craig

Carmen Decker_

Carol Enos

Ronn Farland

Thomas W. Fryer, Jr.
A

William Furry

RObe'it Gabriner

Superintendent /President, Pasadena_City College

President, Monterey Institute of International 4kudies

Faculty, Cypress College; President, Academic' Senate,
California Community Colleges

Trustee, Rancho Santiago Community College District,
Pas t President, Trustees Association

Administrator. for Special Projects, Office of the
Chancellor, California -Community College?

Chancellor, .Foothill-De Anza Cotnmunity College
District

Staff, Assembly Ways and Means_ Committee

President, Community College Council, California
Federation of Teachers

Terry Gildea Manager, Technical ;training, Hewlett Packard Co 'p

Glenn Gooder

Daniel Grady

Clive Graf ton

Robert Hall

O' John P. Hernandez

_ George D. Kieffer

Sarann Kruse

Consultant, Office of the Chancellor,' California
Community Colleges

Trustee, San Diego Community College DistriV, Past
President, Trustees Association

Associate Dean, School of Educe tion, Univers ity of
Southern California

Director of Train
Refrigeration, Heating a
Apprenticeship and Traini
and San Benito Counties

lumbing itting,
Airconditioning Joint
Committee of Santa Clara

Vice Chancellor, Kern Community College District

President, Board of Governors, California Community
polleges

Administrator, Operations Education/Government
Liaison, Northrup Aircraft

*Now President, Los Medanos College
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Eileen Lewis

Kathy Lusk

Peter R.Ma

Jenny Magid

Roberta Mason

Janet McAfee

John- McFarland

David Mertes

Larry Miller

Faculty, Canada ~College; Member, Executive Committee
of the Academic,Senate, California Community Colleges

Dean of Occupat nal Education, Santa Ana College,

ugall Superintenden President Santa Barbara City College

John C. Petersen

Willia4 Pickens

Robert .Pietrowski

Joe Richey

Joan Sallee

_Edvrard Simonsen

Sheila Swanson

Robert L. Swensen

4

Max R. TIdlock

,Dale T il le ry

om Van Groningen

j

Corporate Contributions Coordinator, Tandem Computers.

Incorporated

President, California Community Collage Trustees

Assistant to the President, Diablo Valley College

Factaty, Sierra College

Chancellor, Los Rios Community College District,

-Instructor and Executive Head, Respiratory Therapy,
Foothill College; Chairman, Vocational Education

Committee), Faculty Association of California Cadmunity
Colleges

Supetihtendent/President Cabrillo College

Staff, Californilk4Postsecondary Education Commission

Higher Education Specialist, "California Teachers

Association

Employment Manager; Pacifid Telephone Company, Los
Angeles

Staff, California Postsecondary Education Commissi n

Community and Junior College Consultant

Director, California Community College. Student. o by

Executive Director, Accrediting Commission for
6-Community and Junior Colleges

Superintendent/yresident Monterey Peninsula College

Professor Emeritus, University of California at
Berkeley

Chancellor/Superintendent, Yosemite Commun
District

A-1.6

2 8

e ge



Daniel Wall

Kevin Woolfork

Gene Wright

2.1

Staff, Senate Finance Committee*

Staff, California Posttecondary Education Commftsibn

Administrative Dean, College Services, Cabrillo
College

*Now staff, County Supervisors Association of California
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NOTES TO APPENDIX A

This measure was thought to be the best available indicator of possible
differences in the degree of "administrative burden" imposed by the number
of students enrolled. Examining the distribution of colleges in the
population, natural breakpoints were selected:. less than or equal to
7,597 students was cotes ider4 small, greater ''than 7,597 and less than
14,839 was considered, medium, and ual to or greater than 14,839 was
considered a large college..

Our objective was to insure variation in the sample along two dimensions
of critical importan the study, given their emphasis in the community-L__
colleges: trans f education and vocational ethication., There are no
state data that contd be used for ,sampling purposes on ,the.relative
of vocational programs; statistics on numbers of transfers we're used to
broadly characterize colleges as Thigh transfer" and "low, transfer."

Although a measure of the metropolitan status of comntctnity college
districts was available trots the Chancellor's Office, our experience
suggested that variation within multi-campui districts might be,
substantial. In addition, community colleges serve diirerse populations

of ten spread across large geographic aresi. Thus, they do not fall neatly
into census tracts or county boundaries,, twhere-information on 'population
dens ity and other indica tors me tropoli tan s tatuS would ,be readily
available. Informants at the state-level ,indicated that no measure of the
metropolitan ststiss of each college waS available from past studies or
from other data sources. Given these constraints, the use of expert
judges seemed the most appropriate alternative.

The judges were from the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges, the ,legislative staff, the Department of Finance, the Office' of
the Chancellor, and the California Association of Community Colleges.
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